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Institute for Development of Human Resources
Follow Through Project

ANNUAL REPORT

I. Rationale

A considerable body of research literature indicates that a major

source of a student's pattern of achievement and motives for achievement,

as well as his personality structure, is the home in which he grows up.

The behavior and attitudes of his parents, as t,ell as the nature of the

physical setting and materials provided, have a direct impact on his

behavior before and during the school years. In particular, three

elements of the home may be categorized: demographic factors (housing,

income, ethnic membership), cognitive factors, and emotional factors.

The cognitive variables might be further defined as the amount of academic

guidance provided, the cognitive operational level and style of the

parents, the cultural activities they provide, the amount of direct

instruction they engage in, their educational aspirations, their lrnsuage

structure, the frequency of language interaction, and the intellectuality

they provide such as in books, magazines, and the like.

The parental emotional factors may be conceived of as the consistency

of management and disciplinary patterns, the parents' on emotional

security and self-esteem, their belief in internal versus external control

of the eul,ironment, their own impulsivity, their attitudes toward school,

the willingness to devote time to their children, and their patterns of

work (Gordon, 1968, 1070). If the factors do contribute to child

performance, then one phase of the educationil program should be the

educat:on of parents to he :mare of and use their talents to increa,,c the

lift.)
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achievement motivation, intellectual behavior, and self-esteem of the

child. The Florida Parent Education Follow Through Program, therefore,
4106

was designed to work directly in the home, so that the home situation

might lead to better school and life performance. Most parents arc good

parents, interested and concerned about their children, with high hopes

for them. All parents can continue to grow and learn ways to work with

their children, which helps them in school and life. The Florida Program

assumes that parents are adequate; it is designed to enhance this adequacy.

Not all of the child's behavior, obviously, is a function of the

home. The school itself plays an integral role in the intellectual and

personality development of the child. The nature of the curriculum, the

mode of teacher behavior, the classroom ecology, all influence not only

immediate behavior but also patterns of behavior for the future. Any

program of compensatory education neeck to work not only in the home but

also in the school. The Florida Program, therefore, provides ways of

changing the classroom organization, teaching patterns, and influencing

the curriculum in a Follow Through classroom through (1) the use of

paraprofessionals and, (2) the development, by the teaching team (teacihers

and paraprofession.fls) of appropriat:, hose learning activities growing

out of the classroo:,, program, and the parents' desires and needs.

The progra,i ewhasis on (1) the development of nenpiofessionals

as parent educators, and as effective participants in the classroom

teachinL.; process; (2) the development of appropriate instructional ta-,ks

which can be carried from the school into the home to establish a more

effective home learning environment; and, (3) the developmont of parents

as partners in the educational program for their children. Our holief is
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that the most effective program for children creates a partnership between

4111
home and school. The goals arc to bring about changes in the learning

environments, both home and school , so that the child's intellectual and

affective development will be enhanced. To accomplish this, the key

elements of the program arc as follows:

Key Elements

Major elements of the program ire (1) the training of mothers (two

to each classroom) in the role of combined parent educator and teacher

auxiliary; (2) training the teacher in the use of paraprofessional person-

nel; (3) development of materials for family use which take into account

not only the school's goals for the child, but also, and equally, the

family's expectations, goals, life style and value system; and, (4)

involvement of the Policy Advisory Committee in all phases of the program.

Both teacher and patent educator are-tauz,ht 1,:ock.Jure3 for the

developnt of teaching tasks. The parent education activity consists

of periodic (preferably once a week) home visits in which the major

activity is the demonstration and teachin;1 of the mother in tasks that

have been devised in school to increase th L. child's intellectual

competence and personal and social development. A set of criteria

are used by the teaching te.0 in both thc detclopm2nt and asses,'e,It

of their material,. Respon,ibility for curriculum development rfft-, in

the local community. In each community, a libr.'ry of activitie_; has

been developed which c: di bc usA by any Follow Through teacher, leg,irdle:,,-;

of grade level, when the activity matches the child and holle, A learnin,,,

activity (task) may he u!,ed for mny chiijrca, or may fit ju,,t J few.

These tasks are developeJ to enhance not only the cognitive or academic

, ; 1 '''
, ,r :
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development of the child, but also to strengthen the parent-child bond,

to involve siblings, both older and younger, in the Follov Through child's.'

learning. They arc not "homework," but game-type supplements. They are

not designed as "remedial work" nor are they to be seen as serving "problem"

children. They are for all children in the Follow Through classroom.

As a part of the demonstration in teaching, the parent educator helps the

parent understand the purposes of each task, how to perform it, and how

to estimate the ability of the child to complete the task. But tasks are

not a one-way street. The parent educator not only encourages the parents

to develop their own adaptations of the material, she also actively

solicits from the parents their ideas about activities which have worked

for them, their suggestions for future tasks, and their views about

schooling. These, in turn, are used by the Follow Through teachers and

parent educators in the creation of new activities, with credit given

to parent-originators. In th fashion the school is influenced by' the

home, and the parent is enhan

The parent educator also yes as the first line liaison person

between the Follow Through prog am and the home. She serves as a referral

agent for medical, dental, psychological and social services, by informing

the mother of the existence of sucn services and, depending upon the

community, establishing the contact between the home and a representative

of these services. This requires that the parent educator understand the

nature of other Follow Through and community services in addition to

understanding her role in the task arca. She also informs the parents

about PAC meetings and other school functions, and encourdge:, involvement

not only in task development, but in the whole range of community-school

relationships.



In the school, the parent educator serves as a teacher auxiliary

implementing instructional activities through working with individuals

or small groups on various learning tasks. A basic element in the Florida

Program is the recognition of the paraprofessional as a member of the

teaching team. Under supervision, parent educators perform a wide range

of activities in the classroom, and are not confined to housekeeping,

clerical or child care duties. Basic to the creation of sound home

learning tasks is a knowledge of the child and his behavior in the

classroom. By working with the children on school activities, the parent

educator comes to know them. She thus can, after planning with the teacher,

inform parents about the progress of the child.

The parent educator spends about half her time in home visits; her

load being half the families in the class. Her remaining time is spent

at school, working in the classroom, planning with the teacher, reporting

to the teacher about her visits, and participating in inservice education.

In several communities, organized staff development programs in local

institutions ffii ,r educatiOn offer the paraprofessional additional

opportunitie for person 1 career development.
.\

A key persyn in c program is the classroom teacher. She supeiviscs
---

the classroom w rk of the parent educator and assists her in planning and

implementing he parent education activities. She, with the assistance

of the paren educators, develops Ind selects the home learnIng tasks.
:..

She briefs th4 parent educator before the visits, and receive:, her report

after. In order to perform these duties, the teacher needs additional-

planning time, and many of the communities have built such time into

their schedules. Further, the teacher receives effectice technical help
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from a second or third adult in the classroom in carrying out the

general goal of reaching each child. She finds that there is

increased parent understanding and support for her efforts. She also

learns ways to work with other adults which increase her professional

competence.

Parents are encouraged not only to visit the school and the class-

room, but to take part in working with children in the room. Parents

are not seen as observers or bystanders, but as people who can con-

tribute to the education of all children. Thus, in a room the teacher

may have several adults carrying out a variety of learning activities.

She becomes, then, better able to assess and meet individual needs

because she is freed from the tyranny of large class instruction, and

from the myth that children only learn when the teacher is teaching.

She learns, through the creation of all home materials, ways to reorga-

nize her classroom for individual and small group learning.

The community appoints a full-time coordinator who is responsible

for ali components of the Follow Through program. The coordinator

attends the workshop at the University of Florida and works closely

with the program sponsor in implementing the Florida componeni's.

II. Program Goals

As stated above, we seek changes in the learning environments

and in children. The changes we seek in learning environments are in

adult behavior and attitudes rather than in the physical setting.

Specifically, we aim for changes in:

1. For parents.

a. Increase parents' use of desirable teaching behaviors
in the instruction of their children.
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b. Increase or maintain at a high level the use of
time spent with the child on educational recrea-
tional activities.

c. Increase or maintain at a high level the use of
library community resources, reading materials in
the home.

d. Increase or maintain at a high level attendance
and participation in school and class functions.

e. Increase or maintain at a high level the amount
of family centered activities.

f. Maintain a high level of expectation for academic
achievement for child.

g. Raise or maintain at a high level the parents'
feelings of interpersonal adequacy, competence.

h. Increase or maintain at a high level parents' skill
in relating to school, participating in PAC.

i. Increase or maintain at a high level the feelings
of control over the educational life of the child.

'. For children.

a. Raise or maintain at a high level the level of-
self-esteem.

b. Increase or maintain at a high level cognitive
development, ability to ask questions, to know
evidence, manipulate materials, use abstract
language, solve concrete problems, organize infor-
mation.

c. Increase or maintain at a high level achievement
motivation.

d. Increase or maintain at a h!gh level initiative
and self-direction.

3. For classroom and school.

a. Increase or maintain at a high level teachers' skill
in classroom management of other adults (para-
professionals and parents).



b. Increase the teachers' skill in constructing
focused curriculum materials (home learning
tasks) and use of desirable teaching behaviors.

c. More individualized instruction through use of
other adults, and home learning tasks.

d. Increa parent educator's skill in using
desirable teaching behaviors in working with
parents.

e. Increase parent educator's time in working with
individual children and small groups.

f. Increase parent educator's skill in planning
with teacher for both home and school activities.

g. Increase or maintain at a high level parent
educator's self-esteem and sense of internal
control.

h. Help teachers' morale.

i. Provide a model of home-school relationships for
subsequent use in the school system.

It will be noted that, in keeping with our rationale, the changes

are not only in home but in school, and in the relationship between

them.

III. Procedures

A. Training Programs Communities

One of the major continuing functions of the model sponsor has

been to provide training activities for those people implementing the

model in our eleven (ii) Follow Through communities. The primary people

receiving the training have been the teacher-P.F. teams, and PAC chair-

persons .ind parents, with the major training emphasis pl.lced on all activ-

ities related to the home visit and the relationship of the home to school.

2
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All other support people (coordinator and staff, task specialist,

principals, evaluation specialist, administrators) always have been

part of the training that they may know what the sponsor

was trying to accompli',h, and to gain their support in accomplishing

the goals of the model in their community. Until 1972, major train-

ing activities were conducted at the home shop in Gainesville at the

University of Florida during the summer under the sponsorship of EPDA

funds. When EPDA funding ended our workshops were reduced to two-

three day cessions for coordinators, evaluation people, PAC chair,- sous

and parents and administrators. The emphasis was on reporting on what

progress was being made in our program and planning for future activities.

Two workshops were held in Gainesville - July 16-18, 1973 and

November 14-15, 1973 - for the eleven communities participating in the

Florida Parent Education Follow Through Model to plan for the fixture

of the project upon phase-out of federal funding.

The purpose of the July 16-18 workshop was to explore with

community power figures ways of continuing the Florida Model once

federal funds were withdrawn. The uorkshop was attended by superin-

tendents, school board mempers, project coordinators, PAC chairpersons,

evaluation specialists and parents. See Appendix f; for the agenda and

list of participants.

The Novemper 11-1S, 1975 workshop was designed to assist each of

our Follow Through communities develop its first phase-out proposal in

a new format and to meet what ye were led to believe was an absolutely

rigid Decembel 15 deadline which never materialized. Parts of

, f1 1



tite workshop were devoted to writing new letters of agreement and

planning appropriate phase-out activities.

Mrs. Rose Koury (U.S.O.E., Follow Through) assisted our eommunitie*-

with the new proposal format. No major changes in objectives for our

model were made. Appendix H contains the agenda and a list of parti-

cipants.

B. Training Programs - On-Site Workshops

On-site workshops of one wee:' duration were held prior 'co the

opening of school in each community for all Follow Through personnel.

One or more of the following Florida faculty served as a consultant

in the listed community for at least two days during the pres-..rvice

workshop.

On-Site Preservice Workshops
August, 1973

Chattanooga Dr. Ware August 13-14
Dr. Newman August 20-21

Houston Dr. Bessen'z August 13-15

Jacksonville Dr. Greenwood August 15-17-29
Mrs. Olmsted August 17

Jonesboro Dr. Web.,.. August 30-31
Mrs. Olmsted August 30-31

Lawrenceburg Dr. Greenwood August 21-22

Philadelphia Dr. Guinagh. August 20-21

Richmond Dr. Breivogel August 20-22
Dr. Bessent August 23-24

Tampa Dr. Packer August 29-30

Winnsboro Dr. Johr.:,on August 6-7

Yakima Dr. Ware August 20-23
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The training programs for these local, on-site workshops were

designed to review the model with experienced teachers and P.E.s and

to introduce the model to new teachers and P.E.s. Training was pro-

vided in some of the following areas: use of DTBs, teacher-parent

educator roles, preparation and procedures for parent educators to

use on home visits and local procedures for linkage between the educa-

tional component, comrrehensive services, and PAC activities. However

long the community has been with us we have not assumed that the pro-

gram is ready to be fully implemented at termination of the workshop

in new or old classrooms. We see our program as developmental. The

preservice workshops are designed to enhance the skill of people who

have been involved with us over a perioc: of time and to provide the

entry skills for tho_e entering for whom it is 'ale first year. It is

alsO a time to get feedback from those people operating the program.

C. In-service Program Support - School Year On-Site

1. Each community has a liaison officer. He communicates with

the community, and arranges for the consultant's visit, briefs the

consultant on the local situation, and then receives a report from him

about his trip. (See Appendix I for memo from G.E. Greenwood and W.F.

Breivogel to Liaison Officers and Consultants in reference to Consulting

Procedures, 1973-74 and Job Description of the Florida Policy Advisory

Committee Consultant). (For Liaison Officers' final report on their

communities, see Appendix J.)

The Liaison officer's role is a critical one, since to a great

degree our program is responsive to changing local conditions and

helping implement the model throughout the school year. Each liaison

officer is a full-time regular faculty member of the College of

1) I 3
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Education, University of Florida, who is released by his department

from teaching one course during the academic year for this responsi-

bility. (Norma course load in Foundations is seven (7) five-hour

courses; inllementary Education, eight (8) four-hour courses). He

is a basilc member of the policy and administrative tcam. The liaison

officers nd consultants meet regularly as a "Follow Through group"

to discus the overall program, issues and problems of each community,

plans for h future. The inclusion of liaison officers and

consultants in the decision-making process means that the Florida

Program is a basic commitment of the Research and Development pro-,

gram of the College of Education, with strong implications for teacher

education.

Community

The liaison officers are listed below:

Liaison Officer Rank Department

Chattanooga Dr. W. Ware Assoc. Prof. Foundations

Houston Dr. H. Bessent Asst. Prof. Foundations

Jacksonville Dr. G. Greenwood Assoc. Prof. Foundations

Jonesboro Dr. R. Webb Asst. Prof. Foundations

Lac du Flambeau Dr. E. Jester Assoc. Prof. Foundations

Lawrenceburg Dr. G. Greenwood Assoc. Prof. Foundations

Philadelphia Dr. B. Guinagh Asst. Prof. Foundations

Richmond Dr. W. greivogel Asst. Prof. Elementary

Tampa Dr. A. Packer Assoc. Prof. Elementary

Winnsboro Dr. S. Johnson Asst. Prof. Elementary

Yakima Dr. W. Ware Assoc. Prof. Foundations

2. We provide two days of consultant service a month to the

local conununity (see Appendix I which describes the basic ingredients

of the consultant visit). The consultant schedule of visits which

were made in 1973-71 follows. It will be noted that the pattern of

visits varies by community, and that "two days a month" is a guide.

S
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In communities such as Yakima and Lac du Flambeau, distance as well

as local needs dictated a differerr. pattern. The communities and

liaison officers develop the best local approach.

3. During 1973-74, videotapes were again used as a part of the

inservice training procedure. Each community was asked to send to the

sponsor one videotape each month depicting teacher-parent educator

planning sessions, home visits, follow-up sessions after home visits,

or sponsor related classroom episode. Feedback on these videotapes

was provided in one of two ways: (1),the next consultant returned

the tape to the community and discussed its contents during his visit,

or (2) the liaison officer communicated the feedback information by

letter.

In addition to videotapes, each community sent copies of its

home learning activities, the weekly observation reports of parent

educators, and attitude and questionnaire information about the home.

These data are used for program evaluation and to assist in planning in

inservice training. Computer printouts of Parent Educator Weekly

Report data provide the basic feedback to:communities during the

year. They printouts contain such information as: (1) percentage

of possible home visits that arc completed, (2) percentage of parents

working in the classroom, and (3) percentage of home learning activities

being used which were developed by parents. These data plus feedback

data on pre- and post-testing are provided to the,comm,inity both by

mail and during consultant visits. All of these materials are

explained to the Policy Advisory Committee, and no data are collected

which have not been revieu.xl by that committee.
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The program sponsor, the local education agency, and the

parents are seen as a partnership team in which information flows

back and forth, with the main objective being to enhance the total

development of the child. In our model, curriculum content decisions

are entirely the prerogative of the local community'. The program

sponsor attempts to enable teachers and parent educators to translate

their contact goals into effective learning materials to be used at

home and in school to achieve what it is the parents and school wish

to achieve.

The vrogram sponsor, through the continuous contact of liaison

officers and consultants strive to keep all elements of the program on

target, and to facilitate the development of the program. The role of

the institute is more than consulting services; it provides dirLction,

support, and information, as well as some elements of the evaluation

program. Within the framework of the program, however, there is con-

siderable flexibility to meet community needs.

4. In the area of leadership of the Florida Pdrent Education

Follow Through Program, 1972-73 was a year of transition. As Dr. Ira J.

Gordon would be on sabbatical leave during 1973-74, he worked closely

with and giadually turned the leadership over to the three persons who

would direct the program during his absence, Dr. Gordon Greenwood, Dr.

William Ware, and Dr. William Breivogel, with Dr. Greenwood assuming the

major role. The position of Project Manager was filled by Pat Olmstcd

who supervised all Follow Through personnel and coordinated the flow of

data between the communities and the sponsor. The central office staff

also consisted of several graduate and doctoral students, and student

assistants and non-academi0.4 7sonnel for data processing.
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D. PAC Activities

PAC activities are central to the program sponsor's goals and

implementation activities. We view parent education far more broadly

than what happens on the visit and/or a parent's involvement as

classroom worker or volunteer, although these are fundamental to the

program. We believe that parent education includes helping parents

influence the institutional structure, curriculum and educational

program of the school.

During 1973-74, we continued to keep PACs informed of our consulting

activities by sending the PAC chairperson the same ::.onsulting letter

that is sent to the project coordinator and by arranging consulting visits

so that they corresponded with monthly PAC meetings. We continued to

involve PAC in decision-making about program and evaluation through PAC

attendance at our planning conference in November, 1973, and a

i
our

summer workshop for coordinators and administrator: in the summer of 1973.

In an effort to further strengthen all our PACs, we provided the

consulting services of Mr. James Bracey, a former Richmond PAC chairman.

Mi. Bracey made visits to seven of our eleven communities during 1973-74

as follows:

1. Winnsboro, August 8 - 10, 1973

2. Chattanooga, October 7 - 9, 1973 and March 3 - 5, 1974

3. Jacksonville, October 17 - 19, 1973; Novemh "r 28 - 30, 1973

March 12 - 15, 1974 and April 8 - 11, 1974

4. Philadelphia, November 18 - 20, 1973 and April 29 - May 3, 1974

5. Lawrenceburg, February 4 - 6, 1974

6. Lac du Flambeau, February 19 - 23, 1974

\._,

7. iloustoit,May 14 - 17, 1974

0; -1

.3 J
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He assisted PACs in such areas as:

1. Helping PAC officers understand their roles;

2. Helping parent educators to understand PAC and encourage
parent involvement;

3. Organizing and reorganizing PAC committees;

4. Organizing and reorganizing both city-wide and local school
PACs;

S. Planning various PAC sponsored activities and regular
meetings;

6. Establishing election procedures and drafting of by-laws;

7. Developing more efficient ways of spending PAC funds.

A job description for the Policy Advisory Committee Consultant

follows (see Appendix I).
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E. Evaluation Procedures

The 1973-74 year was the first year that the Florida Parent

Education Program Sponsor operated under the revised evaluation plan

which called for the model sp9a.si-of to assume full leadership in

evaluation. uc1 was spent working through unexpected

difficulties which seemed to appear with great regularity. In addition

to managing the new system for data flow and associated problems,

evaluation activity consisted of instrument revision and work on the

master file.

Instrument construction and revision was confined to three

areas: A Parent Interview, the Parent Education Cycle Evaluation (PECE),

and the Desirable Teaching Behavior (DTB) identification task. A

parent interview had been constructed and used with parents in a local

project in 1971-72. This interview format was revised and used again

locally in 1972-73. As a part of the 1973-74 evaluation, this intervieh

was revised extensively and then administered to parents in two of the

regular Follow Through project sites. The second instrument-related

activity concerned the procedures for administering the PECE. These

procedures here revised to yield additional data which had not been seen
r

as necessary at the time when the 1973-74 proposal was hritten. The

third instrument related activity concerned the delelopment of the DTB

identification task. When the 1973-74 proposal was submitted on

February 1S, 1973; it had been anticipated that the Sponsor would

develop a videotape containing short segments of interaction depicting

each of the DTBs. After much effort, if became evident that the

professional and technical expertise to produce such a tape has not

3
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available. Thus, the plan of the evaluation was redesigned, and

a paper-and-pencil format was adopted. Verbal statements characterizing

the various DTBs were generated and field-tested extensively. On the

basis of preliminary results, statements were reworded. During the

attempt to build parallel forms, it was noted that there was a warm-up

effect. In order to compensate for differences since some communities

had been practicing on a similar format, two forms were devised:

a short form and a long form. The short form was used for practice and

the long form for reporting results.

Another major task for the 1973-74 involved work on setting up

a master file for Sponsor data. When the Florida Parent Education

Prcgram began operation in 1968, the data files were not set up to run

the kinds of analyses which are currently needed. In subsequent years,

different project staff maintained different types of files. Thus,

when the staff began the job of building a master file using the

child as the unit of record, little bits of data were pulled together

from various places. If then became evident that there had accumu1.ted

over the years a large number of coding errors. The staff is currently

correcting as many these errors as possible and a "complete" master

file is anticipated during the fall.

The last major task of the 1973-74 year has been the processing

of data from 1973-74 and the preparation of this annual report. For

purposes of continuit, the basic organization of the presentation of

result,' shall parallel the structure of the 1973-74 proposal. In that

proposal, objecti\e,, tere stated for the major "tar.,,ets" 01 the program:

Parents, Children, Teachers, and Parent fducators. In general, all

I
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communities were responsible for providing a basic set of data, and

additional data were collected in selected projects. Results will be

reported by target and by objective. Also, results will be reported

for the entire program and for individual communities. When individual

community data become extensive, tables will be included in Appendices.

Parents

Parents, as the primary target of the Florida Parent Education

Program, may be involved in the program in a variety of ways. Such

involvement must be assessed appropriately. This evaluation focuses on teaching

behavior, involvement in Policy Advisory Committee, classroom volunteering,

participation in the home visit program. Additional data include an

examination of vertical diffusion effects, changes in the home environ-

ment, changes in parent self concept, and knowledge of the Desirable

Teaching Behaviors.

Objective A.1

A. By-the end of the 1973-74 school year, a randomly selected

sample of mothering ones will demonstrate an increased use of at least

one DTB in teaching their children, as measured by the Parent Education

Cycle Evaluation (PECE), pretest-posttest.

B. A randomly selected sample of follow Through mothering ones

will demonstrate a significantly higher us of DTBs in teaching their

children than will a sample of comparison mothering ones.

Initially, it was planned to collect data relating to these

two objectives in each of four communities. However, because of the

complexity of PFCE data collection in terms of time, expense and
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number of people involved, the decision was made to gather d,ta

for objective Al (a) and Al (b) separately, involving two of the four

PECI, communities in each objective. The design, data collec,ion and

results for objective Al (a) will he presented first followed by the

same for Al (h).

Al.(a) The design for objective Al (a) was revised for 1973-74.

As in previous years the sampling model for this objective was three-

stage cluster sampling. First,six teachers were randomly selected, then

one of the ts%o associated parent educators was randomly selected. For

each of the six parent educators selected, four mothers were randomly

selected from the "population" of mothers regularly visited by the

parent educators. In previous years the following videotapes were

filmed with this sample: (A) 6 teacher-parent educator planning

sessions, (B) :4 parent educator-mothering one teaching sessions,

and, (C) 24 mothering one child teaching sessions. For 1973-74 the

decision was made to divide the sample of mothering ones into two groups,

one group in which each mothering one was taught the task by a parent

educttor and one group in which each mothering one 1.as not taught the

task by a parent educator.

The number and type of videotapes filmed in both

community P and community I for the 1973--4 pretest were as follows:

S

6 teacher-parent educator plannInv, sessions
12 parent educator-mothering one teaching sessions
12 mothering one - child teaching session - iith mothering

one being 1'.1. taueht for this particular tat,k
12 mothering one child teachilv session- iNith

mothering one betir,4 rot P.I . taught for this particular
task

All mothering ones were from 'qualified' families and had children in

Follow Through (lT) classrooms. The videotapes were filmed locally and

63'3
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then sent to the sponsor for observation, coding and analysis. Several

observation systems were used with the videotapes, but only the data

relat;ng to the DTI3s will be reported here. The DTB observation system

involved two independent viewings of each videotape with frequency counts

for each DTB being made. The two observers then compared their counts

and resolved differences by observing the videotape a third time. Five

undergraduate students comprised the pool c: DTB observers and a

schedule was developed so that each possible pair of students observed

a certain number of the set of tapes. Periodically all five students

watched the same tape independently and compared counts to insure that

they were all observing in the same way.

Following the collection of the pretest data for objectives

Al (a) and Al (b) certain data collection problems became evident

in one of the communities in the Al (b) sample,and consequently this

community was eliminated from the post-test sample. Since Al (b)

was an objective specifically requested by Washington, the decision

was made to move community T to the sample for objective Al (b) for the

post-test. Thus, post-test data collection for objective Al (a)

occurred only in community P.

For post-test data collection in community P the decision

was made 'o have all mothering-ones be Non-P.E.-taught to provide data

to look at: (1) how mothering ones who were taught a task earlier in

the year mould teach this same task later in the year if it were not

taught to them the second time, and (2) how mothering ones who were not

taught the task either time would change their teaching behavior during

the year. Thus, the post-test data for objective Al (a) consisted of

24 videotapes of mothering one child teaching sessions with no

rJ
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mothering ones being taught the task by a parent educator. These

post-test videotapes were locally filmed and sent to the sponsor

for observation, coding and analysis.

The home learning task selected for the PECE involved

reading the hook Whistle For Willie by Ezra Jack Keats. in the pretest

P.E.-taught condition the three types of sessions (teacher-parent

educator- parent educator-mothering one, mothering one - child) were

conducted as usual but with this task instead of one locally developed.

In the non-P.E. - taught condition standard instructions were read

to the mothering one before she was asked to read the book with her child.

In both conditions the mothering one ::as provided kith a sheet giving

general suggestions for doing the task. Appendix F contains a copy of

the standard instructions as well as a copy of the sheet of suggestions

given to the mothering one.

The data must appropriate to objective Al (a) is

from the sample of mothering ones in community P who were in the non-

P.E. taught condition for both the pretest and the post-test. There

were twelve mothering ones in this sample on the pretest and ten of

them were still available for the post-test. Of these ten, seven

showed an increase of at least one DTB, to showei no change, and one

showed a decrease. Using the sign test on these data p<.05. Thus,

it can be concluded that in community P a randomly selected sample of

mothering ones did demonstrate an increased use of at least one DTB

in teaching their children.

Other data available from the revisions made to

objective Al (a) are the number of DTB ,; used on the pretest by mothering
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ones in the two conditions in the two communities. The means and

standard deviations for the number of DTBs used by P.E.-taught and

non-P.E. taught mothering ones

Community P

in communities P and T are:
x s .d.

PE-taught 4.42 1.73

Non-PE-taught 2.17 1.36

Commurity I
PE-taught 3.67 1.64

Non-PE-taught 3.42 1.62

In both communities mothering ones in the PE-taught

condition used more DTBs than did the mothering ones who were non-

PE-tzght. This might be expected since the mothering ones in the

first condition had the task taught to them and had the opportunity

to model the behavior of the PE. However, the size of the difference

between the mean scores for the two groups is large in community P

and small in community T. In community P, mothering ones who were

PE-taught used significantly more DTBs than did mothering ones who

were non-PE-taught (t=5.50, p<.01). In community T the difference

in the number of DTBs used by the two groups of mothering ones is not

significant.

Another type of data available is the number of DTBs

covered in each of the three types of sessions in the PE-taught condition

on the pretest. The mean number of DTBs covered in the teacher-PE,

PE-mothering one, and mothering one child sessions in communities

P and T are:
Community IN Community T

Teacher PE 4.83 4.00

PE - Mothering one 4.83 3.25

Mothering one Child 4.42 3:67

In both communities the number of DTBs covered by
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teachers is larger than that covered by mothering ones. In

community P the PEs cover the same number of DTBs as the teachers,

while in community 1. the PLs cover fewer DTBs than the mothers. None

of the differences in number of DTBs covered within either community

is significant.

Another interesting thing which can be noted in these

figures is that in all three types of sessions community P persons

rover more DTBs than do community T persons. Whether this is due to

differences in program implementation or to differences in community

characteristics is impossible to ascertain with the data at hand.

One final set of data relating to the revision of

objective Al (a) needs to be presented. In community P a group of

mothering ones were videotaped at two points during the year, on the

pretest they were PE-taught and on the post-test they were non-PE-

taught. There were twelve mothering ones in this group on the pretest

and ten of these were available on the post-test. Of the ten mothering

ones, zero increased in their use of DTBs, four showed no change in

nui..ber of DTBs used, and six shooed a decrease. This data would support

the statement made earlier that when Ph-taught, mothering ones model

the teaching behavior of the Pl.

Al.(b) Pretest data for objective \1 (b) were collected in

cnrmunities K and 0. In each communit) 4S Ideotapes were filmed, 24

or lollot% 1hrough ([1) mothering ones teaching their children and 24

of non-folloh Throurji (NIT) mothering ones teaching their children.

All mothering ones in both the IT and NUT samples were 'qualified'.

T110 ideotapes were made locally and sent to the sponsor for observation,
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coding and analysis. Several observation systems were used with the

videotapes, but only the data relating to the DTBs will be reported

here. The observation procedures used with the Al (b) videotapes

were identical to those used with the Al (a) videotapes.

As mentioned earlier-certain data collection problems

became evident in one of the communities in the Al (b) sample

(Community 0). Thus, this community was eliminated from the pcst-test

sample for objective Al (b) and community T was used as a substitute.

The post-test data collection in community T consisted of filming 48

videotapes of 'qualified' mothering ones teaching their children.

Twenty four of these mothering ones were currently in the Follow

Through program and twenty four were neither currently in, nor never

had been in, the Follow Through program.

The pretest and posttest data collection for Objective

Al (b) could be summarized as follows:

Community K Community 0 Community T

Pretest

Post-test

24Q FT
24Q NET

24 lQ FT
24 NQ NET

24Q FT
24Q NFT

24Q FT
24Q NET

All FT samples for objective Al (b) were selected by

the sponsor from child roster information supplied by the communities.

Criteria for the selection of the NET sample were clearly specified

by the sponsor with the actual sample being drawn locally. In each

community here a NET sample was needed there was an evaluation specialist

available to assist with the selection.

The home learning task selected for objective Al (b)
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was identical to the one used for objective Al (a). In each case,

standard instructions were read to the mothering one before she was

asked to read the book with her child. The mothering one was also

provided with a sheet giving general suggestions for doing the task.

(Sec Appendix F ).

The pretest data for objective Al (b) were analyzed

with a multivariate analysis of variance program (BMDX63). A 2 x 2

factorial design (communities K and 0, experimental and control) was

used with frequency of use of the DTBs and the dependent variables.

The results indicate that there is a significant difference in the

frequency of use of the DTBs between communities K and 0(1)401) and

that there are significant program effects (p<05). The interaction

between communities and program effeCts is nonsignificant.

Univariate analyses were then done to determine which

of the DTBs significantly contributed to the differences found by the

multivariate analysis. DTBs 010 #2, #3 and #6 were found to be

contributing to both the significant difference found between communities

and the significant difference found bettNcen the experimental and control

samples.

These find4gs present the following picture. Within

both coununity 0 and community K qualified FT mothering ones use

significantly more DT Bs than qualified NIT mothering ones. Also qualified

mothering ones in community K use significantly more DTBs than qualified

mothering ones in community 0. The FT program is having a significant

effect in both communities with the two communities operating at diffeient

levels 'of usage of the DTBs.

(I 41 3 9
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Since the post-test data were collected with qualified

mothering ones in community T and non-quali2:ed mothering ones in

community K, the data for the two communities were analyzed separately

using one way multivariate analysis of variance procedures. In both

communities there was no significant difference between FT and NFT

mot 'hering ones with regard to the frequency of their use of the DTBs.

In summary, the data for objective Al (b) indicate

that the program is having a significant effect on the frequency of

use of DTBs for qualified FT mothering ones in comparison to qualified

NFT mothering ones in communities K and 0, but not in community T.

Also, no significant difference in frequency of use of the DTBs was

found between nonqualified FT and NFT mothering ones in community K.

Finally, communities 0 and K are operating at significantly different

levels of usage of the DTBs.

Objective .\.2

During the 1973-74 school year, at least SO% of a random sample of

parents will attend a PAC meeting (either school or city-wide PAC).

The procedures for assessing this objective differed slightly from

the procedures as outlined in the proposal. Rather than collect data ,

on a sample, it became possible to examine the entire population.

The names of the parents of each child were entered on the class rosters

in all communities and sent to ire Sponsor, where a master list was

built for each community. Attendence sign-in sheets were sent for each

city-wide and building PAC meeting. 'Sponsor personnel compared sign-in

sheets hith master lists and compiled a file for each community. The

results were as follows:

6 3 3
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Communities Number of Meetings Number of Families Number Families
Represented

K 66 799 181 (9) 240

1 34 802 296 (3) 37%

M 16 498 125 (8) 25%

N 17 246 84 (4) 34%

0 62 960 138 (10) 140

P 25 427 254 (1) 59%

Q 15 396 101 (7) 26%

R 10 682 61 (11) 9%

S 152 640 198 (5) 31%

T 85 729 200 (6) 27%

U 11 98 49 (2) 50%

An examination of the results indicates that only two of the eleven

projects achieved the objective as stated. Six other communities

reached a 250 level of proficiency, and three communities (K, 0 & R)

failed to have 250 of the parents attend at least one PAC meeting.

Objective A.3

During the 1973-74 school year, at least 25% of a random sample of parents

will attend a PAC related activity other than a PAC meeting.

As with Objective .2, it was possible to collect data on the entire

population, rather than on a random sample as specified in the objective.

PAC related activities were defined as any parent activities either

organized and/or sponsored by PAC approval. Sign-in sheets were forharded

to the Sponsor where evaluation personnel maintained a cumulative

record for each community. The tabulated results were as folloss:

Communities Number of Activities Number of Families Number Families
Represented

K 8 799 101 (6) 13%

L 93 802 174 (2) 22%

M 5 498 45 (7.5) 9%

N 18 246 37 ;5) 15%

0 16 960 200 (3)

4111!P 11 427 115 (1)

Q 2 396 26 (10) 7%

R 2 682 137 (4) 20%

S 12 640 60 (7.5) 90



T

U

43

0

31

729 62 (9) 80

The results indicate that only one community (P) achieved the

objective as stated. additional five (K, L, N, 0, R) communities

had more than 12.50 o the families represented at at least one PAC

related activity, wh four communities fell below 10% (M, Q, S, T)

in PAC activity attendence. Community U did not report any PAC related

activities.

Objective A.4

During the 1973-74 school year, at least 20% of a sample of parents

will volunteer in the classroom.

At the beginning of the 1973-74 a variable number of classrooms

was selected in each community. In each of the selected classrodit

sign-in sheets here maintained for parents hho volunteered in the

classroom.These sign in sheets were sent to the sponsor and tabulated

cumulatively. Evidence of success is having at least 20% of the

possible families having been represented at least once by a classroom

volunteer. The data are presented

Community Number Families in Classroom Number Families Volunteered

K (no data) - -

L 163 74 (3) 45%
M 138 40 (7) 29%
N 133 30 (8) 23%
0 159 66 (S) 42%
P 148 7C (2) 470

Q 183 59 (6) 32%

R (Insufficient Data)
S 140 81 (1) 58%
1' 369 137 (4) 43%
U 150 28 (9) 190

All communities reporting data except one (U) meet the objective.

".;
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The one exception was only short of the criterion by 1%.

Objective A.S

During the 1973-74 school year, at least80% of the homes will be

visited at least five-sixths (5/6) of the number of visits planned

(eg, 30 visits out of 36) as measured by the Parent Educator Weekly

Report.

Each time that a Parent Educator made a home visit, she completed

a home visit observation report. Using these reports is was possible

to determine how many weeks the child was enrolled in the classroom

and how many times his family received a home visit. Thus, for each

family, it was possible to determine the percent of possible

visits that a family actually received. Then, within each community,

the number of families receiving 83% or more of the possible visits

was determined, The results are as follows:

Community Number Families Number Receiving 830+ Home Visits 0

K 1166 573 (1) 49%

L 842 350 (9) 180
tl 587 173 (4) 29%

N 323 31 (10) 100

0 1171 296 (5) 250

514 101 (7.5) 200

Q 624 53 (11) 8%

R 1141 225 (7.5) 200

S 857 334 (2) 390

T 1195 280 "(6) 23%

U 156 59 (3) 380

The results at first glance appear extremely disturbyng. Since the

830 (5/6) figure had been arbitrarily determined, a recauntinq of families

receiving at least 001 of the possible number of home visits was completed.

The results are as follows:
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Community Number Families Number Receiving 600+ llom4 Visits

K 1166 931 (1.5) 800

L 842 421 (8) 500

M 587 467 (1.5) 800

N 323 119 (11) 37%
0 1171 863 (4) 740

P 514 339 (6) 660

Q 624 264 (10) 420
R 1141 524 (9) 460

S 857 628 (5) 730

T 1195 698 (7) 58%

U 156 123 (3) 790

An inspection of the home visit percentage data clearly indicates that

the eleven communities are falling oar short of the criterion (800 receiving

5/6 of the possible home visits). In fact, in only two communities

are 80% of the fanilies receiving 3/5 of the visits. These data might

suggest that more atten'ion needs to be devoted to impreszilig principals

and classroom teachers with the importance of making home visits.

Objectie A.6

During the 1973-74 school year, parents will serve on PAC committees

dealing with matters of personnel selection, proposal writing, task

writing and/or task evaluation, grievances, comprehensive services, and

project evaluation. Furthermore, these parents will be active in making

decisions about the program.

Objective \.7

During the 1973-74 school year, the PAC hill have an impact on the

total school progrwn as eidenced by contact with school board, etc.

The original intent was to deal with these two objectives separately.

Houever, hhen the conununitie,. submitted their data for content analysis,

it became apparent that appropriate data would not be available. Thus,

data (PAC minutes, etc.) were analyzed to identify decisions that had been



made by parents which were pertinent to the Follow Through program.

A descriptive analysis has been prepared which shows the number of

City-wide meetings, building PAC meetings, committee meetings, and

the number of decisions which could be identified from minutes. A

summary statistic has been calculated by dividing the number of

decisions by the number of PAC meetings (city-wide and building).

Community Number City-wide Number Building Number Community Number Avg. No.

Meetings Meetings Meetings Decisions Dec./Mtg

K 8 35 43(3) 12 25 0.58 (8)

L 9 79 88(1) 9 11 0.12 (10

M 11 14 12 1.09 (4)

N 12 - 13 24 2.00 (1)

0 9 9 18(6) 2 0.11 (4)

P 6 18 24(4) 14 23 0.96 (7)

Q 4 9 13(7) 1 3 0.23 (9)

R 9 0 9(8) 14 16 1.78 (2)

S 24 22 46(2) 15 48 1.04 (5)

T IS 8 23(5) 31 34 1.48 (3)

U 9 6 9 1.00 (6)

Examination of the PAC actiAity data reveals several different patterns

of functioning. All communities hold city wide PAC meetings. Beyond

that function, several of the larger communities appear to hold PAC

meetings at the building level (e.g., K, L, P u S). Also, many of the

communities appear to utilize cnmmittees to accomplish the iork of the

PAC. It is interesting to note that two of the largest centers (0 and Q)

do not seem to use committees. These tho communities join community L

as being the three lohest center, in terms of the number of decisions

made per meeting. It may be that communitic.: dlich don't use committees

may spend a disprerortionate amount of P\C meeting time discussing i',sues

without redching some sort of decision.



35

Additional Parent Data

Beyond the basic set of data on parents which was presented above,

several communities supplied additional data to the Sponsor. Two

communities (K and 0) submitted data which could be used to investigate

the phenomenon of vertical diffusion, a measure of family institutional

change. Another measure pf the home situation, the dome Environment

Review (HER) was collected in communities L, Q and S. Community S,also

collected data on changes in parental self concept using the How I See

Myself (HISNO and on parents' ability to identify the Desirable

Teaching Behaviors.

Vertical Diffusion

Both communities K and 0 collected data which could be used to look

for the possible incidence of vertical diffusion: that is, evidence

concerning whether the effects of the program are extending beyond the

child being served to other members of the family. Since the data

were collected differently in the two communities, the data 'e reported

separately:

Community K has an extensive program of preschool programs. Children

entering the Ileadstart program in the Fall of 1973 were tested with the

Preschool Inventory (PSI). On the basis of records, it was possible to

differentiate families concerning family exposure to compensatory

education. The childrens' PSI scores were classified into four groups:

children coming from families with no prior exposure, children coming

from families where older children had participated in Follow Through,

children who had participated in a program for 3 4 year-olds but whose

families had not participated in Follow Through, and children who had
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participated in the program for 3 - 4 year-olds and whose families had

participated in Follow Through. These four groups were considered as

a 2 x 2 factorial design and the sex of the child was included as a

third factor. Thus, the Fall 1973 PSI ray scores of 56 children were

analysed as a 2 x 2 x 2 factorial design with age-in-months employed

as a covariate. The group sizes and adjusted means are presented below:

3-4 Year-Old Program No 3-4 Year-Old Program

Girls n=6 n=9

Follow Through
Family

Boys

Girls

Non-FollolA Through
Family

Boys

x ADJ = 41 60
x

48.11

n=8 n=5

ADJ = 34'97 = 49x Apt' 49.90

n=7 n=5

ADJ
= 47.07 R

ADJ
= 333.88

n=7 n=9

= 48.00
ADJ ADJ = 39'45

The results of the analysis of covariance are summarized below:

Source SS df MS

Sex (S) 2.29 1 2.29 0.02
Follow Through (FT) 31.60 1 31.60 0.33
PreSchool Program (PS)0.07 1 0.07 0.00
SxFT 105.72 1 105.72 1.11
SxPS 141.99 1 141.99 1.49
FTxPS 1151.11 1 1551.11 16.38
SxFTxHB 11.74 1 11.74 0.12
Error 4450.93 47 94.70

Initially focusing on the effect of interest, FT, indicates no

significant difference. However the FT x PS interaction effect is

statistically significant (p<.01). An examination of the group means

suggests some perplexing results: The children who had participated

Li
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in the preschool program and whOse families had received house visits through

Project Follow Through appear to be functioning, at the same level as the

control group. Children who had either participated in the preschool

program or whose families had received home visits from Follow Through

(for older siblings) but not both, seem to be functioning substantially

higher than the control group. One might conclude that either a pre-

school program (direct experience) or Follow Throul,,h family participation

(indirect experience) may improve the child's performance, but that a

combination of programs is not effective. A mu:e reasonable explanation

Is that a bad sample has been obtained and that perhaps the "combined"

group should be disregarded. Thus, one might t-ntatively conclude that

a family's participation in project Follov, Through does improve --_formance

on the PSI by younger siblings. This interpretation is consistent with

the findings in this project based on Fall, 1972 test results and reported

in the Sponsor 1972-73 Annual Report.

The vertical diffusion data supplied by community 0 also included

the PSI as the dependent variable. Children were classified by sex,

ethnic origin (Black and Mexican-American), and years of family experience

in parent education (0 (control), 1, or 2). All children were low-

income with previous Head Start experience and were tested as they

entered kindergarten in the Fall of 1973. The PSI scores were analyzed

as a 2 x 2 x 3 factorial design with age at the time of testing as a

covarlate. The ad)usted PSI means and ~ample size!, are shown below:
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Mexican-American
Education Boys Girls Boys Girls

0

1

2

n=14

iADJ=42.78
n=11

xADJ=50.03
n= 9

RADJ=47.07

n=10

RADJ=47.99

n=4 n=3 n=4 n=4

RADJ'52.33 2ADJ=50.43 11DJ=43'47 11ADJ=4950

n=10 n=3 n=3 n=2

RADJ=57.00 RADJ=54.89
£ADJ =49.42 cfkl)J=53.30

The resuLts of the analysis of covariance are summarized below:

Source SS df MS

Ethnic Group (A) 102.32 1 102.32 1.47
Sex (B) 70.62 1 70.62 1.01

Years (C) 464.02 2 232.01 3.33*
AB 21.09 1 21.09 0.30
AC 144.18 2 72.09 1.03
BC 29.84 2 14.92 0.21
ABC 188.10 2 94,05 1.35
Error 4461.44 64 69.71

A preliminary inspection of the analysis of covariance results indicated

significant differences associated only with the factor of number of years

in parent education. A follow up analysis employed pair-wise comparisons

to further study the data. Results indicated a significant difference

only for the comparison children (0 years) versus the children whose

families had been involved hith parent education for c. least two years

(t = 2.48, p<.01) .

On the basis of the data provided from tho communities, it seems

reasonable to conclude that there are vertical diffusion effects in the

Florida Parent Education Program. It hould appear that involvement in

parent education may change the manner in which parents m:)rk children,

so that younger children in the family receive benefits indirectly from

the program.



Home Environment

Another way of looking at changes in the home is to interview parents

about selected aspects of the home environment. The Home Environment

Review is a semi-structured interview which measures 9 environmental

process characteristics. Data were gathered in ',ommunities L, Q and S on

a pretest-posttest basis. These data were analyzed separately for

eualified and nonqualified homes. Analyses were completed for both

the communities pooled and also for communities separately. The means

and standard deviations on pretest and post-test are displayed in

Tables 1 and 2 for qualified and nonqualified families for total program.

The individual community results have been displayed in Tables 3, 4,

5, 6, and 7 accordingly. There was no data from Community Q on non-

qualified families.

Multivariatc tests were coipleted testing the hypothesis that the

nine gains were simultaneously equal to zero. Then examining the

558 qualified families for the total program, the null hypothesis

was rejected (1- ,-- 7.26, 9E519df, p<.01). An inspection of the gains

in Table 1 would suggest that the families gained on

Variables 2, 5, 7 and 8. When looking at the results from the 52 non-

qualified families, the null hypothesis was not rejected (1' = 1.54, 9 ti

73df, p) .20).

Similar multivariate tests were completed for the qualified and non-

qualified families in the iespcctive communitie,,. the results u:Tested

that in Communit quali,ied fami1les gained on rho IiiH (1=(,.33, 99US2df,

p<.01), with particular gobs on Variahles 2, 7, f,S. 1he nonqualified

families in Community L shored no significant chati,!o, (1=1.20, "449df, p>.20).

'3
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Although some of the variables indicated relatively large shifts, the

elements of the variance-covariance matrix were too large to permit the

identification of a significant gain.

The results from Community Q indicated no significant differences

(F=1,49 9 & 83df, p>.20) for qualified families. There were no data

from nonqualified families.

The data from qualified families in Community S indicated a

significant gain on the HER (F=2.39, 9466df, p(.05). An inspection of

the individual variable gains in Table 6 indicates a large positive

gain of variable 8 and a rather large loss on variable 4. The data for

nonqualified families in community S showed no significant differences

(F=0.43, 9 & 15 df, p).20). This finding may be in part due to the

small sample size.

Parental Self Concept

Self-concept data were sent from Community S. These data were

collected in the Fall and the Spring using the How I See Myself (HISM).

The instrument measures four aspects of self: Interpersonal Adequacy,

Social, Physical Appearance, and Competence. The multivariate analysis

indicated no significant changes in Self Concept (F=0.88, 4U2df, p).20).

These results may be due to the small sample size involved and run

counter to results obtained in previous years. Also, these parents have

been involved in the programs for several years nd whatever change

might be effected by participation in parent education may have taken

place in years,

Parent Knoledge of DTB's

Community S also forwarded some data collected on 23 parents relating
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to their knowledge of the DTB's. The community employed the long

form i-ed by the Sponsor. This form contained 22 items, 2 characteristic

of each of the revised DTB's. The-revised DTB's are as follows:

1. Get the learner to ask questions.
2. Ask questions that have more than one correct answer.
3.a. Ask questions that require more than one word as. an answer.
3.b. Encourage the learner to enlarge upon his response.
4.a. Praise the learner when he does well.
4.b. Praise the learner even when he takes small steps in the

right direction.
4.c. Let the learner know when he is wrong in a positive or

neutral manner.
5. Get the learner to evaluate or make judgments or

choices on the basis of evidence, and/or criteria;
rather than by random guessing, chance, luck,
authority, etc.

6. Give the learner time to think about' the problem; don't
be too quick to help.

7.a. Give the learner some time to familiarize himself with
the task materials.

7.b. Before starting a structured learning situation, give
the learner an introduction or interview.

An analysis of the results that the 23 parents were able to identify

an average of 13.87 statements correctly out of a total of 22 possible

with a range of (7-20). A more detailed analysis for each DTB is

presented in Table 8.

Table 8
Frequency and Percentage of Parents Responding Correctly

to None, One or Two Instances for Each DTB (n =23)

DTB # None Correct One Correct Two Correct
%

1 7 30.44 8 34.78 8 34.78
2 3 13.04 6 26.09 14 60.87
3a 7 30.44 9 39.13 7 30.44
3b 6 26.09 10 43.48 7 30.44
4a - - 23 100.00
4b 17 73.91 6 26.09
4c 10 43.48 13 56.52
5 10 43.48 7 I 30.44 6 26.09

6 2 8.70 10 43.48 it 47.83
7a 3 13.04 3 13.04 17 73.91
7b 8 34.78 15. 65.22

N,\
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The data above suggest a moderate degree of parent familiarity

with the DTB's. However, the evidence indicates that more work is

in order, with particular focus on DTBs #1, #3a, #3b, #4b, #5 and #7b.

Parent Interview

As noted earlier, one of the evaluation activitie< during the

1973-74 year was the revision of a Parent Interview which had been

used previously in the Ala hua County project. After revision,

this interview was used to gather data in two of the communities' (L & N).

A complete discription of the procedures has been included in

Appendix A. A summary of the conclusions has been included here.

Readers interested in specific results should turn to Appendix A.

The,.g4maeral conclusions from the interview data were as follows:

1. There was an overall favorable response towards the Follow

Through program in general (See categories one and ten).

2. A majority of the Follow Through parents spend more time with

their children now as opposed to before the commencement of

Follow Through (See category two). Similarly, the majority

of the parents stated that their participation in the program

had contributed to an improvement in their children's

performance in school (see category three).

3. In spite of'different ecomonic backgrounds and neighborhoods,

the data presented in this report serves to solidify the idea

of ease of communication experienced by the parent, parent

\

educator, teachers, and other participan's invol
\ed in

the

Follow Through program (see categories four and five).
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4. A majority of parents from both communities were pleased

with the home learning activities, stating that they were

suited to their children (see category six).

5. An overwhelming number of parents (89 parents 98.9%)

stated that they thought the home and school should work

together in the education of their children. This serves

to reinforce the applicability of the Follow Through

program (see categories seven and eight).

6. Although most parents were noti.fied in adva ce about PAC

meetings (940), only 61% actually attended theAe meetings.

Suggestions regarding improvements in this area`are presented

in Table VI (see category nine) .

Children

Children involved in an intensive program of compensatory education

should reflect change as a result of that experience. Although the

Florida Parent Education Program focuses primarily on,..,parents,

children involved in the program might be expected to shoe gains in

achievement, better attendence and changes in the self- concept

while participating in the program. In addition children who have

participated in the Florida-Model should be expected to maintain

gains in achievement in the upper grades.

Objective B:1

All communities should have included achievement objectives

in their 1973-74 proposal.,. All communitle:; requebted to

send achievment data to the Sponsor for analysts.
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Since the Florida Parent Education Program is not a classroom

oriented model, no program for standardized testing has been developed.

In onier to look at traditional classroom achievement, the Sponsor

has relied on the communities to fot,vard such data. Each communi

seems to have its own set of tests, and many communities use

different tests at different grades. Thus, the achievement results

will be presented by community.



Community K

The California Achievement Test was administeied to a sample

for Follow Through children and non Follow Through children as a

posttest only. Level 1, Form A was used with first graders and Level

2, Form A was used with second and third graders. An multivariate

analysis of variance on raw scores indicated a significant FT/NFT

difference in first grade 1F =3.1 7 S7 df, 11.05). Follow up un-

ivariate analyses indicated the \F1' group scored higher (3.35 points)

on Math Concepts (1.6.12, 1 88df, NOS).

There were no significant differences noted in the second and

third grade results.

Community L

The data collected in this community were gathered in a FT/NFT

pretest-posttest paradigm, although a variety of differnt tests was

used across grade levels. In all analyses, gain scores were derived

on dependent variables and analysed to t t for equality of gain.

The Test of Basic Experience was administered to kindergarteners.

An analysis of variance indicated that the FT group gained more

(2.06 pts) than the NIT group 0=7.22, 1 145 df, -c.05).

The Test of Basi,_ Experience and the ,-!etropolitan Readiness Test

were used in Grade I. No significant differences v,ere noted, although

the IT group shmcd greater gains (0.7S And 2.09 pt,,. respectively).

The Metropolitan \chievement Test way administered in -,econd

The multivariate analsts of variance using guns on the Redding, Spellinc



and Arithmetic subtest as dependent variables suggested a significant

FT/NFT difference (F=5.41, 3 & 54 df, 1,05). Follow up univariate

analysis showed that FT gained more on Reading (9.93 pts. F=12.76,

1 & 56 df, p<.05) and more on Arithmetic (6.73 pts, F=7.17, 1 & 56 df,

P(.05).

The SRA Achievement Test ww--. used in the third grade. Using gains

on the Reading, Language Art and Math Suhtest as dependent variables,

the multivariate analysis of variance indicated a significant difference

(F= 2.73, 3 & 146 df, p.05). Univariate analysis identified a sig-

nificant difference on the Math Subtest (F=8.07, 1 & 148 df, p<.05)

with the FT group gaining 4.35 points less than the NFT group.

Community \1

The appropriate forms of the Comprehensive Tc of Basic Skills

were administered to FT and NFT children on a pretest-posttest basis.

Gains scores were derived on all subtests and used as dependent

variables in multivariate analyses on the respective grade levels.

There was no siz,,nificant FT/NFT difference using first grade data

(1=1.88, 8 & 169 df).

The multivariate analysis on second grade data indicated a signifi-

cant FT/NET difference (1=6.14, 8 & 218 df, p.05). Subsequent univariate

analyses showed FT 2.70 points lower on Sentences (F=7.72, 1 & 225 df,

p<.05). IT 2.74 points lower on Passages (1=16.05, 1 & 225 df, pz.05),

FT 1.73 points loher on Expression (F.6.76, 1 F 225 df, p.05), FT 3.31

pot lower on Spelling 0=14,2(0, 1 & 225 df, p <.05), IT 1.42 points

lower on Mechanics (1=5.79, 1 & 223 df, p< .05). and IT 2.01 points
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lower on Math concepts (F.10.54, 1 & 225 df).

The multivariate analysis of third grade data indicated a signi-

ficant difference (F=3.08, 8 & 283 df, p<.05). Subsequent univariate

analyses indicated the following significant difference: FT 3.09 points

lower on Math Computation (E=8.07, 1 & 290 df, pc.05).

Community N

This community used a variety of tests in assessing student achie-

vement. The procedures and results are reported by grade level.

In kindergarten the Slosson IQ test was given as pretest and the An

ton Brenner sas given as pretest and post test to FT and NFT children.

The two groups uere compared with respect to gains on the Anton Brenner

using the initial Slosson IQ as a covariate. There was no significant

difference (t--1.08, 1 & 90 df).

In first grade, the Murphy-Durrell test %%as given as pretest and

post test as uell as thP Stanford \chievemcnt lest, to both FT and NFT

children. \ multivariate analysis of covariance was completed using

the S\T subscales as dependent variables and the Murphy-Durell pretest

as a covariate. the results of this analysis indicated a signifi,:ant

FT/NIT difference on adiusted mean gains as follous FT gained 7.90

points less than NIT on hord \leaning (F.3-i.43, 1 ; 99 df, 1)1/4.05), FT

gained 4.41 1)oints le,s than \FF on Spelling (F=18.13, 1 & 99 df, 1_.051

and IT gained 5.19 points les on ;cord Stud\ Skills (1=8.34, 1 & 99 df,

p<.051.

In the second grade, the qlosson was given as a pretest and the

Stanford Achievement Te,,t wa, given as a pretest and posttest to both

FT and NFT children. Gains scores on the SAT subtests %%ere used as de-



SS

pendent variables with the Slosson IQ was a covariate. The results of

the analysis of covariance indicated a significant FT/NFT difference

(F.2.46, 8 E 64 df, pc.05). Subsequent univariate analyses on adjusted

means showed that FT gained 5.54 points less on Arithmetic Computation

(F.1.0.86, 1 & 71 df, p<.05) and FT gained 6.23 points less on Arithme-

tic Concepts (F.4.49, 1 & 71 df, p .05).

In third grade, the Stanford Achievement Test was administered to

FT and NFT children as pretest and postest. Gains scores on the res-

pective subtests were derived and used as dependent variables. The mul-

tivariate analysis indicated a significant difference (F=2.28, 8 & 79 df,

p<.05). Subsequent '.' nivariate analyses indicated that FT gained 7.43

points less than NFT on Arithmetic Computation (F=10.31, 1 & 77df,

p(.0S), and FT gained 4.16 points less on Arithmetic Concepts (F.8.67, 1

& 77 df, p<.05).

Community 0

The data pertaining to achievement in this community were not pro-

cessed by the Sponsor, but were handled by an outside contractor. In a

report to the project coordinator dated August 26, 1974; the contractor

stated:

With regard to the achievement of the Follow-Through children, it was

decided that onl children beginning kindergarten in either 1972 or 1973

would be studied in this year's analysis. At the end of each school

year in Follow Through, they then would be given an appropriate achieve\

ment test, in this case the California Achievement Test. This first grouP\,

of children hho entered the lollow-Through in 1972 and designated as Co-

hort I were paired in this year's analysis with a non-rollow-Kindergarten

)
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in 1972. An analysis of co-variance has been employed which enables

the investigator to compensate for differences in abilities between en-

tering children. The results employing this method seem to be very po-

sitive in terms of the impact on the achievement of the Follow-Through

children. That is, differences in a number of the categories of the

California Achievement Test have been noted in favor of the Follow-Through

children. The latest results we have ,hen analyzing the achievement

data seem to indicate that the scores on the Math Computations sub-test,

Math Concepts sub-test and the Math Total scores of the California

Achievement Test significantly favor the Follow-Through children; that

is, there are differences between the Follow-Through group and the

non-Folloh-Through group of children at the end of the first grade, in

the areas measured by the California Achievement Test. These differences

cannot be accounted for in terms of basic differences in entering abili-

ties bett,een the children. In other words, something in the experience

they have had kith regard to their education over the past tho years has

created a significant difference between these two groups of children.

Similarlx, in the areas of Reading Comprehension and Total Reading scores,

the Folloh-Through cnildTen bettered their control counter parts. Only

in the area of Reading Vocabulary was there no difference betheen the

Follo1,-Through and non-Follow-Through groups. Thus, in 3 out 4 sub-tests

and in both of the total combined scores, the ollo1,-Through children are

achieving at a higher rate than their ,control peers. This ,,eems to be a

highly positive and significant confirmation of the sucess of the

Through program kith children hho have stayed in the program for at least

two years.

Community P

In this community, the Metropolitan Achievement Test serlcs was

'' v11
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used in grades 1, 2, & 3 with FT and NFT children as posttest on!..

Gain scores were derived for the respective subtests and multivariate

analyses were completed at each grade level.

The analysis of firt grade data indicated no significant diffe-

rences.

The multivariate analysis of the second grade data -indicated a

significant difference between Fl and NFT children (F=5.26, 7 F 213 df,

p<.05). Follow up analyses showed FT/NFT differences with FT gaining

2.99 points more on Word Knowledge (F=6.82, 1 F 219 df, p<.05), FT

gaining 3.07 points more on Spelling (F=8.67 1 & 219 df, p(.05) PT

gaining 3.48 points more on Math Computation (F=23.75, 1 & 219 df, p..05).

FT gaining 3.49 points more on Math Concepts (F=23.74, 2 & 219 df, p<.05)

and FT gaining 2.70 points more on Math Problem Solving (F=11.05, 1 & 219

df, p<.05).

The multivariate analysis on the third grade data indicated a sig-

nificant FT/NFT difference (F=8.06, 7 F 205 df, 134.05). Subsequent unite

variate analyses showed that FT gained 4.37 less on Language (F=10.66,

1 f 211 df, p<.05).

Community Q

The California Achievement Test was administered to students in

grades 1-3. The data sent to the Sponsor included only FT children and

the scores are not reported as raw score pretest/posttest comparisons

yield little information. However- these data have been coded and put

in the master file for later "within community" correlational analyses.

Community R

The Stanford Achievement Test series was used to posttest Follow

ti
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Through children in grades 1, 2 & 3. These data alone have no inter-

pretation, but they have been placed in the master file for later

correlational analyses.

Community S

The data for this community were handled by an outside contractor

and raw data did not arrive in time to be processed and included in this

report. The following remarks have been based on the contractors report

to the LLA.

The Californi,:1 Achievenert Test serie, 4as administered as a pos.,-

test in Grade 1 and as both pretest and posttest in Grades 2 E, 3. The

Spring 74 results for grade 1 indicated an average grade placement of 1.08

in Reading Vocabulary; .58 in Reading' Comprhension; 1.51 in Math

Computation; and 1.49 in Math Concepts.

The pretest/posttest comparison of grade equivalent scores for

Grade 2 showed 0.91 gain in Reading Vocabulary, 0.59 gain in Reading

Comprehension, 0.94 gain in Math Computation, and 0.96 gain in Math

Concepts and Problem SollinF.

The same comparisons for FT children in Grade 3 shohid a 0.73

gain in Reading Vocabulary, a 0.-1 gain in Reading Comprehension, J

1.04 gain in Math Computation, and n 1.06 gain in Math Concepts and

Problem '7,olving.

Communit.' 1

The Metropolitan chie%eent Te't v,a5 u.cd in (rades 1,

2 and 3 with both FT and NIT children as a posttest only, in most

cases.
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In Grade 1, the Metropolitan Readiness Test was given as a

pretest and the Metropolitan Achievement Test Primary I given as a

posttest. The multixariate analysis of covariance was used to compare

the FT and NFT groups on the subtests of the achievement battery with

readiness scores covaried out. The results of this analysis indicated

no significant FT/NFT difference (F = 2.98, 2 fi 136 df).

In Grade 2, the Primary I battery was used as a pretest and the

Primary II battery was used as a posttest. It was decided to compare

the FT and NFT groups with respect to the posttest only. The results

of the multil.ariate analysis indicated n-) si2rnifh-z,nt FT/NFT lifferrice

(F=1.65, 6 and 500 df).

In Grade 3, the Primary II achievement battery was used as

both pretest and posttest with FT and NFT children. Gains scores

were derived for the respective subscales and were used to compare

the FT and NFT groups for equivalent gains. The results of the

multivariate analysis suggested a significant FT/NFT difference

(F=4.87, 6 & 348 df, .05). Follow up univariate analyses identified

significant differefices on Word Analysis (F = 11.66, 1 & 353 df,
I

p <.05) and Reading)(F=14.67, 1 & 353 df, p< .05) with FT gain 2.71 and

3.49 points less, respectively.

Community U

The Stanford Achievement Test series was used as pretest and

posttest in Grades 1, 2 and 3 with FT children only. The data were

reported in grade equivalent scores and mean gains will be reported here.

The first grade children demonstrated the following average

gains: Word Reading, 0.66; Paragraph meaning, 0.50; Vocabulary, 0.26;

Spelling, 0.87; Word Study Skills, 0.89; and Arithmetic, 0.78.



60

The second grade children demonstrated the following average gains.

Word Meaning, 0.79; Paragraph meaning, 0.84; Science/Social Studies

Concepts, 0.74; Spelling, 1.37; Language, 0.78; Arithmetic Computation,

1.25; and Arithmetic Concepts, 0.70.

The third grade children demonstrated the following average

gains: Word Meaning, 0.73; Paragraph Meaning, 0.83; Science/

Social Studies Concepts, 0.36; Spelling, 1.00; Language, 0.22;

Arithmetic Computation, 0.63; and Arithmetic Concepts, 0.52.



Objective 8.2

During the 1977-74 scLo31 year, a randomly selected sample of

Follow Through children will have fewer absences from school than

will a similar sample of non - Follow Through children.

Data sent in from the community included average attendance

(ADA) and average daily membership (AN) . However, datair the

communities were received in vPTious formats and had to be tr:,-ted

accordingly. For each community a st.icistic of A.DVADM was developed

as a measure of attend;-ce for loth Follow Through children and com-

prison children.--The results were as follows:

COMDU.litv Follow Through Classes Comparison Classes

K .9084 .9028
L .9335 .9146
M .9210 .9287
N .9422 .9502
O .8986 *

P 9271 .9328
Q *

*

R .9023 *

S .9090 .8920
T .9077 .9247
U .9302 *

* Indicates No Data

An initial examination of these data is discouraging. Of the seven

communities reporting data on comparison classrooms, only three communities

reported data showing that Follow Through children attended school

more regularl\. Although this finding statistically non-,,ignificant

(p).10), ,,ome e\planation lust he offered. One possible e\planation

is that the ,pon,,or did not select the cla.srooms to be monitored and

thus the miy not adequatelti reflect the population. Some of the

compari ,on children are middle class. A second possible e\planati:-,n
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relates to the difficulty of identifying adequate comparison classes,

partially reflected in five communities having submitted no data. Of

course the possibility remains that Follow Through children do not

attend school as often as their non Follow Through counterparts,

although this finding is contradicted by the data reported in the

Abt Associates Interim Report (March, 1974). It should be noted that

all attendance figures reported might be considered adequate.

Objective B.3

All communities were to have stated on objective in the 1973-74

proposal concerning self concept as measured by the five factors of the

I Feel Me Feel (1FME).

The I Feel Me Feel is a multi factor scale measuring five dimensions

of the self concept. General Adequacy, Peer, Teacher School,

Academic, and Physical. This instrument has administered on a pretest-

posttest basis by local personnel to(samples of children selected by

local community personnel. The results were forwarded to the Sponsor

for codin ,,,,I analysis. The results have peen analyzed separately for

the qualified Jnd non-ttualified child:.en in each community by grade

level. Due to their e\tensivc nature, the pretest and post-test means

and standard deviation, and associated gains have been tabled in

Appendix D. Multivariate tests were completed where possible to

test ti.c hpothesis that changes on the five mea,,ures were all zero.

The results are summJrized in ;able 9.

t
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TABLE 9

Summary of Results from the IFMF

Dimensions of
Community Grade Q/NQ n Multivariate F Change

K K Q 37 1.26(n.s.)
K K NQ 15 1.33(n.s.)

L K Q 211 10.61(p<.01) All ( +)

L K NQ 4 (insufficient data)
L 1 Q 11 It

L 1 NQ 3 If

L 2 Q 9 I,

L 2 NQ 1
I,

L 3 Q 25 0.59(n.s.)
L 3 NQ 4 (insufficient data)

M 1 Q 18 0.73(n.s.)
M 1 NQ 9 (insufficient data)

N K Q 32 1.49(n.s.)
N K NQ 24 5.50(pe.01) GA, Phy (both +)
N 1 Q 31 1.98(n.s.)
N 1 NQ 22 2.35(n.s.)
N 2 Q 28 1.67(n.s.)
N 2 NQ 33 1.93(n.s.)
N 3 Q 27 0.99(n.s.)
N 3 NQ 31 1.16(n.s.)

0 K Q 156 1.17(n.s.)
0 K NQ 44 0.73(n.s.)
0 1 Q 185 0.54(n.s.)
0 1 NQ 34 1.24(n,s.)
0 2 Q 183 5.96(p<.01) GA(-), P(-), A(-)
0 2 NQ 60 0.99(n.s.)
0 3 Q 175 2.51(p<.05) kll (-)
0 3 NQ 40 0.79(n.s.)

P 1 Q 18 0.72(n.s.)
P 1 NQ 16 2.11(n.s.)
P 2 Q 27 0.68(r..s.)
P 2 NQ 16 1.330.s.)
P 3 Q 26 1.84(n.s.)
P 3 NQ .....22/ 3.52(p<.05) All (-)

Q K Q 31 4.14(p.01) GA(-), P(-), TS(-)
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TABLE 9 (Continued)

Summary of Results from the IFMF

Dimensions of
Community Grade q/Nq n Multivariate F Change

R K Q 45 1.24(n.s.)
R K NQ 19 0.96(n.s.)
R 1 Q 11 (insufficient data)
R 1 NQ 14 tt

R 2 Q 24 0.95(n.s.)
R 2 NQ 12 (insufficient data)
R 3 Q 36 2.32(n.s.)
R 3 NQ 18 0.60(n.s.)

S i Q 177 3.50(p.01) All (+)
S 1 NQ 47 1.19(n.s.)
S 2 Q 16k 1.16(n.s.)
0c 2 NQ 4 3.68(r.01) P, Phy( both +)
S 3 Q 140 1.50(n.s.)
cS NQ 75 0.97(n.s.)

T 1 Q 17 1.81(n.s.)
T 1 NQ 17 1.85(n.s.)
T 2 . Q 36 0.93(n.s.)
T 2 mQ 26 1.55(n.s.)
T 3 Q 20 3.06(p<.05) GA, A, Phy (all +)
T 3 NQ 22 1.51(n.s.)
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An examination of Table 9 shows very few instances of statistically

significant changes in self-concoil'.. Positive results were noted

Community L (Grade K - Qualified); Community N (Grade K Nonqualified);

Community S (Grade 1 - Qualified); Community S (Grade 1 - Qualified,

Grade 2 Nonqualifi,j). and Community T (Grade 3 Qualified).

Negative results were n-.*::d in Community 0 (Grade 2 Qualified,

Grade 3 Qualified); Community P (Grade 3 Nonqualified); and

Communy Q (Grade K Qualified). An examination of the Tables in

Appendixp indicates that most of the analyses art based on small

sample sizes.

In order to gain a more complete picture of the results, several

additional analyses were completed. Within each community, data were

merged across grades, and statistical analyses run for qualified and

nonqualified separately. The results are shown in Table 10. Also,

the data were combined across communities and analyses completed for

qualified and nonqualified children at each grade level. The results

of these analyses are presented in Table 11.

An inspection of Table 10 indicates mixed results. Positive changes

in self concept are noted in Community L (Qualified children only),

Community S (both qualified and nonqualified children), and Communit T

(qualified children only. Negative changes in self concept are

noted in Community 0 (qualified children only), Community F (non-

qualified children only) and Community Q (qualified children only).

The results of the analy is for qualified children in Community R

indicated varied ;:hanges: positive changes on Geneial Adequacy and

Academic and negative changes on Peer and Teacher School.

1 '1,!



T
A
B
L
E
 
1
0

M
e
a
n
 
C
h
a
n
g
e
s
 
o
n
 
I
F
M
F
 
(
G
e
n
e
r
a
l
 
A
d
e
q
u
a
c
y
,
 
P
e
e
r
,
 
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
-
S
c
h
o
o
l
,
 
A
c
a
d
e
m
i
c
,
 
a
n
d
 
P
h
y
s
i
c
a
l
)

f
o
r
 
Q
u
a
l
i
f
i
e
d
 
a
a
d
 
N
o
n
-
Q
u
a
l
i
f
i
e
d
 
C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
W
i
t
h
i
n
 
E
a
c
h
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

Q
/
N
:
Q

n
I 1

(
;
.
A
.

1
a

L
_

M
e
a
n
 
C
h
a
n
g
e

P
.

r
r-

 s
M
u
l
t
i
v
a
r
i
a
t
e
 
F

P
h
y

Q
3
"

-
0
.
7
3

1
.
1
4

-
0
.
0
8

,
7
8

1
.
6
2

1
.
2
6

A
1
5

1
.
0
0

-
U
.
4
7

0
.
8
6

1
.
7
3

2
.
2
0

1
.
3
3

L
(
:

6
6

6
.
1
1

3
.
0
2

2
.
1
8

6
.
8
6

3
.
8
3

5
.
4
4
(
p
.
0
1
)

L
N
Q

1
2

3
.
0
0

4
.
2
5

4
.
0
0

4
.
1
6

1
.
2
5

i
n
s
u
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t
 
d
a
t
a

M
Q

1
8

-
0
.
3
6

-
0
.
2
8

-
0
.
2
2

2
.
5
0

-
0
.
1
7

0
.
7
3

M
N
Q

9
2
.
2
2

3
.
0
0

-
0
.
8
0

3
.
'
2

1
.
0
0

i
n
s
u
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t
 
d
a
t
a

N
Q

1
1
8

1
.
1
1

0
.
5
5

-
0
.
3
1

-
0
.
2
1

0
.
3
9

1
.
7
1

N
 
, o

N
Q

Q

1
1
0

6
9
9

-
0
.
0
3

-
1
.
1
6

-
0
.
2
8

-
0
.
8
6

-
0
.
5
9

-
0
.
6
2

-
0
.
7
8

-
1
.
1
8

-
0
.
3
4

-
0
.
4
9

0
.
9
1

2
.
8
0
(
p
<
.
0
5
)

0
N
Q

1
7
8

1
.
2
7

0
.
7
6

0
.
5
7

1
.
3
0

1
.
2
3

0
.
8
2

P
Q

,
,

,
-
0
.
5
6

-
0
.
0
7

-
1
.
0
3

-
0
.
2
1

-
0
.
6
9

0
.
7
8

P
N
Q

S
I

-
2
.
4
4

-
2
.
9
4

-
2
.
2
4

-
2
.
3
5

-
2
.
5
-

4
.
2
7
(
p
<
.
0
1
)

Q
Q

3
1

-
3
.
1
3

-
3
.
8
7

-
3
.
4
2

-
1
.
0
6

-
1
.
0
9

4
.
1
4
(
p
<
.
0
1
)

k
Q

1
1
6

0
.
6
5

-
0
.
8
1

-
0
.
8
0

1
.
3
5

0
.
3
2

2
.
4
3
(
p
<
.
0
5
)

R
N
O
,

6
3

1
.
1
7

1
.
2
8

-
0
.
0
1

1
.
5
6

2
.
1
1

1
.
0
4

S
,

Q
4
7
8

1
.
2
0

0
.
7
1

0
.
8
4

1
.
0
9

0
.
9
3

2
.
3
3
(
p
<
.
0
5
)

S
N
Q

1
6
7

0
.
2
3

1
.
1
8

0
.
3
0

0
.
1
8

1
.
5
3

3
.
0
2
(
p
.
0
5
)

T
0

7
3

2
.
6
7

2
.
3
8

1
.
2
4

3
.
0
3

2
.
4
0

3
,
7
4
(
p
.
0
1
)

%
(
,
)

6
5

1
.
4
7

0
.
9
8

0
.
8
4

1
,
5
4

1
.
3
5

1
.
3
8



W

T
A
B
L
E
 
1
1

M
e
a
n
 
C
h
a
n
g
e
s
 
o
n
 
I
F
M
F
 
(
G
e
n
e
r
a
l
 
A
d
e
q
u
a
c
y
,
 
P
e
e
r
,
 
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
-
S
c
h
o
o
l
,
 
A
c
a
d
e
m
i
a
 
a
n
d
 
P
h
y
s
i
c
a
l
)

f
o
r
 
Q
u
a
l
i
f
i
e
d
 
a
n
d
 
N
o
n
-
Q
u
a
l
i
f
i
e
d
 
C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
b
y
 
G
r
a
d
e
 
L
e
v
e
l

G
r
a
d
e

L
e
v
e
l

Q
/
N
Q

n
M
e
a
n
 
C
h
a
n
g
e

M
u
l
t
i
v
a
r
i
a
t
e
 
F

G
.
A
.

P
.

I
-
S

,
P
h
y

K
Q

1
2
2

1
.
3
7

0
.
6
2

0
.
2
3

0
.
9
3

1
.
4
1

2
.
9
8
(
p
<
.
0
5
)

K
N
Q

1
0
2

1
.
5
1

1
.
5
7

1
.
7
0

1
.
7
8

1
.
8
4

1
.
4
5

1
Q

4
6
8

1
.
7
3

1
.
2
7

0
.
9
9

1
.
6
3

1
.
1
8

1
.
9
2

1
\
Q

1
6
2

2
.
0
8

1
.
3
4

0
.
6
8

2
.
6
6

1
.
8
9

2
.
2
8
(
p
.
0
5
)

,
Q

4
6
8

-
0
.
7
6

-
0
.
7
8

-
0
.
2
6

-
0
.
9
3

-
0
.
3
2

1
.
5
0

N
Q

1
9
'

0
.
2
9

0
.
4
5

-
0
.
3
4

-
0
.
5
4

0
.
8
4

3
.
4
4
(
p
<
.
0
1
)

1
Q

4
4
9

-
1
.
1
2

-
0
.
9
7

-
1
.
1
4

-
0
.
8
2

-
0
.
6
1

3
.
5
4
(
p
<
.
0
1
)

3
-
Q

2
1
2

-
0
.
8
4

-
0
.
5
0
,

-
0
.
6
7

-
0
.
7
2

-
0
.
4
0

1
.
1
7



68

An inspection of Table 11 suggests a very interesting finding: the

changes in self concept seem to be positive in grades K and 1;

and negative in grades 2 and 3.

Objective B.4

At the end of the 1973-74 school year, a random sample of fourth

grade pupils who had experienced at least two years in Follow Through

will show achievement equal to, or better than, comparable fourth

grade pupils who have not experienced Follow Through.

,Da,a were collected locally in the respective communities and

sent to the Sponsor for analysis. The Sponsors data files were used

to dump out all child names associated with the Florida model. Those

children in the program for at least two years and comparison children

who had never been in the program were retained for analysis. The

analyses were completed separately for each community and the results

are reported in the same fashion.
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Community K

The California Achievement Tests were administered to both FT and

NFT pupils as pretest and posttest during the fourth grade year. Gain

scores were derived on each of the four sabs441es, and these scores

were used to compare FT graduates and NFT graduate with respect

to equal gains. The results of the multivariate analysis of variance

indicated no significant difference (F = 0.92, 4 & 53 df).

Community M

The Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills battery was administered

to FT and NFT graduates as pretest and posttest during the fourth

grade year. Gain scores were derived and used to compare the groups

for equality of gains. The results of the multivariate analysis of

variance indicated a significant FT/NFT difference (F = 4.39, 8 & 187 df,

p < .05). Follow up univariate analyses showed FT graduates gaining

3.21 points less on Vocabulary (F = 15.11, 1 E 194 df, p <.05); gaining

3.83 points less on Comprehension (F = 9.10, 1 & 194 df, p <.05);

,aining 2.76 points less on Expression (F = 16.05, 1 & 194 df, p .05);

and gaining 1.89 points less on Math Application (r = 7.80, 1 & 194 df,

p <.05).

CommunItv N

The Stanford Achievement lest battery was administered to fourth

graders as pretest and posttest. Gain scores were derived on each of

the ten subtcsts for FT and NUT graduates, respectively. These scores

were used in a multivariate analysis of variance to compare the two groups.

The results showed a significant FT/NFT difference on gain scores

(F = 5.13, 10 F, 46df, p <.05). Subsequent univariatc analyses indicated

that FT graduates gained 2.93 points less on Word Meaning (1' = 5.66,

1 & 55 df, p <.05); gaineu 8.00 points less on Word Study Skill',

(F = 14.04, 1 & 5S df, p <.05); gained 23.27 points less on Langw-ge

') 3
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(F = 21.91, 1 & 55 df, p < .05); gained 16.75 points more on

Arithmetic Computation (F = 14.47, 1 & 55 df, p <.05); gained

4.37 points less on Arithmetic Application (F = 10.91, 1 & 55 df,

p <.05); gained 6.24 points less on Spelling (F = 13.99, 1 & 55 df,

p <.05); and gained 3.80 points less on Social Studies (F = 5.37,

1 & 55 df, p <.05).

Community P

The Metropolitan Achievement lest battery was administered

to fourth graders at the end of the school year. The scores of

the seven subte,,ts were used to compare children who had had FT

experience to those who had not. The results of the multivariate

analysis indicated a significant FT/NFT difference (F = 4.56, 7 P 171 df,

p <.05). Follow up univariate tests showed that FT graduates gained

3.66 points less than NFT graduates on Language (F = 5.63, 1 & 177 df,

p < .05); all other differences were nonsignificant.

Community S

The achievement data from this community were processed by

an outside evaluation consultant. The comments below have been

extracted from the report back to the community. Selected subtests

of the California Achievement Test sere administered to a sample of

fourth grade former FT students and to an economically comparable

group of NFT students. On the total Reading subtest, former FT

pupils had a mean grade equivalency score of 2.S5, while the NlT

graduates had a mean of 2.43. On the total Math subtest, the respective

scores were 3.00 and 2.(26. Thus, the students 1.ho had had at least

two years of FT experience performed better on both subtests.

Community T

The Metropolitan Acnicvement Test was given to fourth graders

as pretest and posttest and the Otis-Lennon was given as a pretest.
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Gain scores were derived on the five MAT subtests and were used to

compare FT and NFT graduates with the Otis-Lennon score used as a

covariate. The results showed a significant FT/NFT difference

(F = 7.44, 5 & 311 df, p <.05). Subsequent univariate analyses

showed that FT graduates gained 3.58 points less than NFT graduates

on Word Knowledge (F = 12.32, 1 P 315 df, p <.05); gained 3.40

points less on Math Concepts (F = 17.61, 1 & 315 dr, p (.05); and

gained 3.66 points less on Math Problem Solving (F . 25.59, 1 & 315 df,

p <.05).
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Additional Child Data

In addition to t4 data reported on children, there were data

which were not collected in all communities. In particular, the

Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery (CATB) was used to collect data

on children with respect to Task Initiation, Curiosity, and Response

Variability. The data reported here were collected in four

communities (L, M, R & T) by the Sponsor and in one community (K)

by local personnel previously trained by the Sponsor. In Communities

M and R, data ',,nre collected only on Follow Through children. In

communities K and data were collected on both Follow Through and

comparison children. In all communities, data were collected at four

different times during the year on independent random samples at

each grade level. Eash sample was to have been of size 10. However,

due to uncontrollable circumstance, some data were lost.

The results from the three communities in which data were

collected on Follow Through children only are presented in Table 12

through Table 23. Of the 33 possible tests of statistical significance,

only 5 reached significance at the .05 level. Four of these five were

the artifact of having at least one cell with no variance. The

remaining test may best he regarded as a Type I error.

The data from the two communities in which data were collected at

four time periods on independent samples of Follow Through and

comparison children were analysed differently. For each grade level-

community-Aariable (Tack Initiation, Curiosity Box, and Respon-,e

Variability) combination, data were cast into a 2 x 4 factorial design

and analyzed accordingly. The two levels of the first factor were



s

T
A
B
L
E
 
1
2

M
e
a
n
s
,
 
S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
 
D
e
v
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
,
 
S
a
m
p
l
e
 
S
i
z
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
F
-
r
a
t
i
o
s
 
C
o
m
p
a
r
i
n
g
 
G
r
o
u
p
s

a
t
 
F
o
u
r
 
T
i
m
e

P
e
r
i
o
d
s
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
T
a
s
k
 
I
n
i
t
i
a
t
i
o
n
 
S
u
b
t
e
s
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
C
A
T
B
 
i
n
 
T
h
r
e
e
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
 
w
h
e
r
e
 
D
a
t
a

w
e
r
e
 
C
o
l
l
e
c
t
e
d
 
o
n
 
F
o
l
l
o
w
 
T
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
O
n
l
y
.

(
G
r
a
d
e
 
K
)

T
I
M
E

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

1
2

3
4

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

Z
1
.
4
0

1
.
2
0

1
.
1
0

1
.
4
0

L
s

0
.

r
,

0
.
6
3

0
.
3
1

0
.
8
4

0
.
4
2

n
1
0

1
0

1
0

1
0

M

i
i s n

N
o
 
D
a
t
a

i
1
.
4
0

1
.
4
0

2
.
7
0

1
.
3
0

R
s

0
.
7
0

0
.
9
7

1
.
4
9

0
.
9
5

3
.
9
2

(
p

<
.
0
5
)

'
n

1
0

1
0

1
0

1
0



T
A
B
L
E
 
1
3

M
e
a
n
s
,
 
S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
 
D
e
v
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
,
 
S
a
m
p
l
e
 
S
i
z
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
F
-
r
a
t
i
o
s
 
C
o
m
p
a
r
i
n
g
 
G
r
o
u
p
s
 
a
t
 
F
o
u
r
 
T
i
m
e

P
e
r
i
o
d
s
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
C
u
r
i
o
s
i
t
y
 
B
o
x
.
S
u
b
t
e
s
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
C
A
T
B
 
i
n
 
T
h
r
e
e
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
 
w
h
e
r
e
 
D
a
t
a

h
e
r
e
 
C
o
l
l
e
c
t
e
d
 
o
n
 
F
o
l
l
o
w
 
T
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
O
n
l
y
.

(
G
r
a
d
e
 
K
)

T
I
M
E

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

1
2

3
4

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

i
2
3
.
1
0

1
4
.
4
0

1
6
.
0
0

1
5
.
2
0

L
s

2
0
.
9
8

1
3
.
5
6

3
.
9
4

8
.
6
6

0
.
8
9

n
1
0

1
0

1
0

1
0

x

M
s

N
o
 
D
a
t
a

II R
9
.
4
0

1
5
.
5
0

2
3
.
8
0

1
9
.
3
0

R
s

8
.
0
7

7
.
6
4

1
0
.
2
7

1
0
.
8
9

4
.
2
7

(
p
 
<
 
.
0
5
)

n
1
0

1
0

1
0

1
0



T
A
B
L
E
 
1
4

M
e
a
n
s
,
 
S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
 
D
e
v
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
,
 
S
a
m
p
l
e
 
S
i
z
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
F
-
r
a
t
i
o
s
 
C
o
m
p
a
r
i
n
g
 
G
r
o
u
p
s
 
a
t
 
F
o
u
r
 
T
i
m
e

P
e
r
i
o
d
s
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 
V
a
r
i
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
S
u
b
t
e
s
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
C
A
T
B
 
i
n
 
T
h
r
e
e
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
 
W
h
e
r
e

D
a
t
a
 
w
e
r
e
 
c
o
l
l
e
c
t
e
d
 
o
n
 
F
o
l
l
o
w
 
T
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
O
n
l
y
.

(
G
r
a
d
e
 
K
)

T
I
M
E

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

1
2

3
4

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

L

R S n

1
0
.
6
0

4
.
6
0

1
0

8
.
7
0

3
.
7
4

1
0

1
0
.
1
0

4
.
1
2

1
0

6
.
4
4

1
.
5
0

9

2
.
3
2

M

R s n

N
o
 
D
a
t
a

R

R s n

5
.
1
0

2
.
0
8

1
0

5
.
7
0

3
.
0
6

1
0

6
.
1
0

3
.
4
8

1
0

5
.
7
0

3
.
6
2

1
0

0
.
1
7



T
A
B
L
E
 
1
5

M
e
a
n
s
,
 
S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
 
D
e
v
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
,
 
S
a
m
p
l
e
 
S
i
z
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
F
-
r
a
t
i
o
s
 
C
o
m
p
a
r
i
n
g
 
G
r
o
u
p
s
 
a
t
 
F
o
u
r
 
T
i
m
e

P
e
r
i
o
d
s
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
T
a
s
k
 
I
n
i
t
i
a
t
i
o
n
 
S
u
b
t
e
s
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
C
A
T
B
 
i
n
 
T
h
r
e
e
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
 
W
h
e
r
e
 
D
a
t
a

w
e
r
e
 
C
o
l
l
e
c
t
e
d
 
o
n
 
F
o
l
l
o
w
 
T
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
O
n
l
y
.

(
G
r
a
d
e
 
1
)

T
I
M
E

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

1
2

3
4

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

R
1
.
4
4

1
.
4
3

2
.
1
1

1
.
4
0

L
s

1
.
3
3

1
.
1
3

1
.
4
5

0
.
9
6

0
.
6
9

n
9

7
9

1
0

i
t

1
.
7
5

2
.
1
1

1
.
8
8

2
.
2
5

(

M
s

1
.
3
9

1
.
4
5

1
.
3
6

1
.
2
8

0
.
2
2

n
8

9
8

8

R
2
.
5
4

1
.
0
0

1
.
0
0

1
.
2
0

R
s

1
.
5
0

0
.
0

0
.
0

0
.
6
3

8
.
3
7
 
p
<
.
0
5

n
1
1

1
0

1
0

1
0

.



T
A
B
L
E
 
1
6

M
e
a
n
s
,
 
S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
 
D
e
v
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
,
 
S
a
m
p
l
e
 
S
i
z
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
F
-
r
a
t
i
o
s
 
C
o
m
p
a
r
i
n
g
 
G
r
o
u
p
s
 
a
t
 
F
o
u
r
 
T
i
m
e

P
e
r
i
o
d
s
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
C
u
r
i
o
s
i
t
y
 
B
o
x
 
S
u
b
t
e
s
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
C
A
T
B
 
i
n
 
T
h
r
e
e
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
 
w
h
e
r
e
 
D
a
t
a

w
e
r
e
 
C
o
l
l
e
c
t
e
d
 
o
n
 
F
o
l
l
o
w
 
T
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
O
n
l
y
.

(
G
r
a
d
e
 
1
)

T
I
M
E

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

1
-
2

3
4

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

i
i

1
6
.
2
2

1
0
.
7
1

2
0
.
8
9

1
5
.
2
0

L
s

1
5
.
0
5

7
.
3
4

3
.
5
5

7
.
7
0

1
.
5
6

n
9

7
9

1
0

R
1
6
.
6
2

1
3
.
6
6

2
0
.
3
8

1
4
.
3
8

M
s

7
.
1
3

9
.
7
0

4
.
6
0

2
.
9
7

1
.
6
5

n
8

9
8

8

R
1
4
.
4
5

1
5
 
2
0

2
0
.
6
0

1
8
.
8
0

R
s

8
.
3
9

9
.
5
2

1
3
.
2
2

8
.
1
4

0
.
8
8

n
1
1

:
1
0

1
0

1
0



T
A
B
L
E
 
1
7

M
e
a
n
s
,
 
S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
 
D
e
v
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
,
 
S
a
m
p
l
e
 
S
i
z
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
F
-
r
a
t
i
o
s
 
C
o
m
p
a
r
i
n
g
 
G
r
o
u
p
s
 
a
t
 
F
o
u
r
 
T
i
m
e

P
e
r
i
o
d
s
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 
V
a
r
i
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
S
u
b
t
e
s
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
C
A
T
B
 
i
n
 
T
h
r
e
e
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
 
W
h
e
r
e

D
a
t
a
 
w
e
r
e
 
C
o
l
l
e
c
t
e
d
 
o
n
 
F
o
l
l
o
w
 
T
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
O
n
l
y
.

(
G
r
a
d
e
 
1
)

T
I
M
E

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

1
2

3
4

.
,
_

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

.
.
.
.
.

X
9
.
4
4

9
.
5
7

1
2
.
1
1

8
.
5
0

L
s

3
.
1
7

4
.
9
2

5
.
0
3

4
.
6
2

1
.
1
0

n
9

7
9

1
0

k
6
.
1
2

6
.
6
7

6
.
0
0

5
.
6
2

M
s

2
.
4
1

4
.
7
7

4
.
4
7

2
.
6
7

0
.
1
1

n
8

9
8

8
,

7
(

7
.
2
7

5
.
3
0

7
.
3
0

7
.
9
0

R
s

4
.
7
6

3
.
5
3

3
.
1
3

3
.
7
6

0
.
8
6

n
1
1

1
0

1
0

1
0



T
A
B
L
E
 
1
8

M
e
a
n
s
,
 
S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
 
D
e
v
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
,
 
S
a
m
p
l
e
 
S
i
z
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
F
-
r
a
t
i
c
s
 
C
o
m
p
a
r
i
n
g
 
G
r
o
u
p
s
 
a
t
 
F
o
u
r
 
T
i
m
e

P
e
r
i
o
d
s
 
)
n
 
t
h
e
 
T
a
s
k
 
i
n
i
t
i
a
t
i
o
n
 
S
u
b
t
e
s
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
C
A
T
B
 
i
n
 
T
h
r
e
e
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
 
W
h
e
r
e
 
D
a
t
:

w
e
r
e
 
C
o
i
l
e
c
t
e
d
 
o
n
 
F
o
l
l
o
w
 
T
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
C
h
i
l
d
r
L
n
 
O
n
l
y
.

(
G
r
a
d
e
 
2
)

T
I
M
E

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

1
2

3
4

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

.
.
.
.
.

L

F
c S

1
.
5
0

0
.
9
7

1
.
0
0

0
.
0

2
.
5
4

1
.
5
1

2
.
6
0

1
.
3
5

4
.
9
i
 
(
p
<
.
0
5
)

n
1
0

1
0

1
1

1
0

R
2
.
0
9

2
.
2
7

1
.
4
0

1
.
4
5

M
s

1
.
3
8

1
.
4
9

0
.
9
7

0
.
9
3

1
.
4
0

n
1
1

1
1

1
0

1
1

R
2
.
1
1

2
.
1
0

2
.
3
0

1
.
6
0

R
s

.
4
7

1
.
3
7

1
.
4
1

1
.
0
7

0
.
5
0

n
9

1
0

1
0

1
0



T
A
B
L
E
 
1
9

M
e
a
n
s
,
 
S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
 
D
e
v
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
,
 
S
a
m
p
l
e
 
S
i
z
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
F
-
r
a
t
i
o
s
 
C
o
m
p
a
r
i
n
g
 
G
r
o
u
p
s
 
a
t
 
F
o
u
r
 
T
i
m
e

P
e
r
i
o
d
s
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
C
u
r
i
o
s
i
t
y
 
B
o
x
 
S
u
b
t
e
s
t
 
o
f
 
T
h
o
 
C
A
T
B
 
i
n
 
T
h
r
e
e
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
 
W
h
e
r
e
 
D
a
t
a

w
e
r
e
 
C
o
l
l
e
c
t
e
d
 
o
n
 
l
o
l
l
o
w
 
T
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
O
n
l
y
.

(
G
r
a
d
e
 
2
)

T
I
M
E

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

1
2

3
4

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

1
R

1
8
.
2
0

2
2
,
7
0

2
1
.
2
7

1
9
.
7
0

L
s

1
3
.
2
7

8
.
2
1

7
.
0
3

4
.
1
4

0
.
4
8

n
1
0

1
0

1
1

1
0

R
1
9
.
b
3

2
0
.
1
6

1
5
.
2
0

1
7
.
9
1

M
1
0
.
5
2

1
0
,
2
5

8
.
0
1

4
.
7
8

0
.
6
9

n
1
1

1
1

1
0

1
1

R
1
5
.
3
3

2
1
.
7
0

1
8
.
8
0

1
8
.
3
0

R
s

1
0
.
5
1

1
1
.
5
5

1
0
.
4
6

1
0
.
0
0

0
.
5
7

n
I

9
1
0

1
0

1
0



T
A
B
L
E
 
2
0

M
e
a
n
s
,
 
S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
 
D
e
v
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
,
 
S
a
m
p
l
e
 
S
i
z
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
F
-
r
a
t
i
o
s
 
C
o
m
p
a
r
i
n
g
 
G
r
o
u
p
s
 
a
t
 
F
o
u
r
 
T
i
m
e

P
e
r
i
o
d
,
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
P
e
'
,
p
o
n
s
e
 
V
a
r
i
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
S
u
b
t
e
s
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
C
A
T
B
 
i
n
 
T
h
r
e
e
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
 
W
h
e
r
e

D
a
t
a
 
,
,
e
r
e
 
C
o
l
l
i
c
t
e
d
 
o
n
 
f
o
l
l
o
w
 
T
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
O
n
l
y
.

(
G
r
a
d
e
 
2
1

T
I
M
E

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

1
2

3
4

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

R
9
.
8
0

9
.
2
0

1
0
.
4
5

1
1
.
6
0

L
,
,

4
.
'
1

4
.
3
4

3
.
9
S

4
.
3
5

0
.
5
6

n
1
0

1
0

1
1

1
0

7
.
0
0

9
.
8
2

"
.
0
0

6
.
6
3

M
s

2
.
7
9

4
.
4
9

3
.
1
3

2
.
3
4

2
.
2
1

n
1
1

1
1

1
0

1
1

R
1
u
.
3
3

7
.
4
0

1
0
.
3
0

1
0
.
5
0

R
s

3
.
5
7

4
.
0
9

,
.
8
3

5
.
1
2

1
.
2
5

n
9

1
0

1
0

1
0



T
A
B
L
F
 
2
1

3
-
l
e
a
n
s
,
 
t
_
i
i
n
d
a
r
d

S
a
m
p
l
e
 
S
i
z
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
1
1
-
r
a
t
i
o
s
 
C
o
m
p
a
r
i
n
g
 
G
r
o
u
p
s
 
a
t
 
F
o
u
r
 
T
i
m
e

1'
re

cd
u
7
,

1
1
,
1
,

i
n
i
t
i
a
t
i
o
n
 
S
u
b
t
e
s
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
C
A
M
 
i
n
 
T
h
r
e
e
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
 
W
h
e
r
e
 
D
a
t
a

k
,
e
r
e
 
C
o
l
l
e
c
t
e
d
 
o
n
 
f
o
l
l
o
w
 
T
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
O
n
l
y
.

(
C
r
a
d
e
 
3
)
\

T
I
M
E

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

1
2

3
4

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

.
.
.
.

2
.
0
1

:
.
.
0
0

2
.
5
0

L
1
.
3
0

,

/
/

1
.
;
-
,

1
.
-
7
)

N
o
 
1
;
a
t
a

.
2
0

n
1
1

1
2

4

.
1
-
.

1
.
5
0

2
.
1
0

1
.
b
7

2
.
2
0

M
0
.
9
7

1
.
4
5

1
.
0
0

)
1
.
5
5

0
.
6
9

T
1

1
0

1
0

9
1
0

j
i

2
.
i
U

1
.
0
U

1
.
3
0

1
.
1
1

R
s

1
H
.
1

0
.
0

0
 
9
5

0
.
3
3

,
4
.
8
8

(
p
.
0
5
)

n
H
[

1
0

1
0

9



e
T
A
B
L
E
 
i
2

M
e
a
n
s
,
 
S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
 
D
e
v
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
,
 
S
a
m
p
l
e
 
S
i
z
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
F
-
r
a
t
i
o
:
,
 
C
o
m
p
a
r
i
n
g
 
G
r
o
u
p
s
 
a
t
 
F
o
u
r
 
T
i
m
e

P
e
r
i
o
d
s
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
C
u
r
i
o
s
i
t
y
 
B
o
x
 
S
u
b
t
e
s
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
C
A
T
B
 
i
n
 
T
h
r
e
e
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
 
w
h
e
r
e
 
D
a
t
a

%
,
e
r
e
 
C
o
l
l
e
c
t
e
d
 
o
n
 
F
o
l
l
o
w
 
T
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
O
n
l
y
.

(
G
r
a
d
e
 
3
)

T
I
M
E

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

1
2

3
4

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

.
.
.
.

-
/
:

2
7
.
3
6

2
2
.
4
2

L
s

1
0
.

7
.
4
1

2
.
6
4

N
o
 
D
a
t
a

2
.
9
1

n
1
1

1
2

4

k
1
0
.
2
0

1
4
.
9
0

1
9
.
0
0

1
2
.
1
0

M
s

1
0
.
7
"
;

0
.
2
4

5
.
5
7

5
.
9
7

2
.
4
6

n
1
0

1
0

9
1
0

R
2
1
.
S
0

1
6
.
0
0

2
1
.
4
0

1
8
.
3
3

R
s

1.
3.

r,
(1

9
.
0
6

7
.
1
5

8
.
3
7

0
.
9
4

4
n

1
0

1
0

1
0

9



T
A
B
L
E
 
2
3

M
e
a
n
s
,
 
S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
 
D
e
v
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
,
 
S
a
m
p
l
e
 
S
i
z
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
F
-
r
a
t
i
o
s
 
C
o
m
p
a
r
i
n
g
 
G
r
o
u
p
s
 
a
t
 
F
o
u
r
 
T
i
m
e

P
e
r
i
o
d
s
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 
V
a
r
i
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
S
u
b
t
e
s
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
C
A
T
B
 
i
n
 
T
h
r
e
e
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
 
W
h
e
r
e

D
a
t
a
 
h
e
r
e
 
C
o
l
l
e
c
t
e
d
 
o
n
 
F
o
l
l
o
w
 
T
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
O
n
l
y
.

(
G
r
a
d
e
 
3
)
*

.
:
,

T
I
M
E

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

1
2

3
4

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

R
1
0
.
6
3

1
0
.
9
2

8
.
7
5

L
s

3
.
8
5

2
.
7
4

1
.
7
1

N
o
 
D
a
t
a

0
.
7
2

n
1
1

1
2

4

R
6
.
6
0

8
.
9
0

8
.
3
3

8
.
7
0

M
s

2
.
6
8

5
.
9
2

2
.
6
4

3
.
8
0

0
.
6
8

n
1
0

1
0

9
1
0

R
1
1
.
7
0

1
0
.
6
0

8
 
2
0

1
1
.
5
6

R
s

3
.
3
4

3
.
8
4

4
.
9
2

4
.
6
4

1
.
4
5

n
1
0

1
0

1
0

9



85

Follow Through and Comparison; the four level:, of the second factor

were the four rounds of testing. The means, standard deviations, and

sample si:e, for the eight cells respectively har.e been presented

for the respective grade level-community-variabLe combinations in

Tables 24 through 44. The corresponding F ratios from each analysis have

been summarized in Table 45.

An examination of the results in Table 45 shows that only five of

the possible 63 statistical tc,ts indicated statistical significance.

An inspection of the means in the tabies corre-nonding to the significant

F ratios sugce-t., that the results are not consistent 1,ith research

hypotheses aboi.t the model. However, these findings are supportive

of the Sponsor's previous reservations about the use of the

Cincinnati Autonomy "iest Battery. 'These reser\ tions about the

instrument itself, coupled with noted difficulties Kith standard..

administration during 1975-74 have resulted in the sponsor 'staff

deciding not to use the CA1B as part of the evaluation design for

l974-75.

Teachers

Althoueh the Florida Parent fdncation Program 1 not a classroom

model, its success dope:ILI', In a large part on regular school per,,onnel,

earticularl% the teacher. Nlthou:h the marl,horse of the prograr is

the parent edncator, the -spari, plug" of -1.stcm i the teacher.

The classiom- teache' is e,,,entlal to the IloIda Model in that he

must br knowledgcahIc Ah011t the pro; an, must be able to

paraprof,',Ional, in 1,e clas,reom etfeLti.,,e1%, ;"d',t !C Ahlt' to

use her profe,;sional Julinl; home visit 11 innInc 1,1th

parent educators. In order to these ftInk_t:ohs of the teacher,
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TABLE 45

F-ratios Resulting from Analysis of CATB
Data Collected in Communities and T

Corresponding
Grade Community Variable Hypothesis Table

K Y. Task Initiation Progi-am 2.01 24
K K Task Initiation Time 2.24 24
K K Task Initiation P x T 1.26 24

K K Curiosity Program 1.84 25
K K Curiosity Time 1.49 25
K Curiosity P x T 0.02 25

K K Response Variability Program 0.77 26
K K Response Variability Time 0.07 26
K K Response Variability P x T 1.33 26

K Task Initiation Program 19.07* 27
1 K Task Initiation Time 2.79* 27
1 K Task Initiation P x T 2.53 27

1 K Curiosity Program 0.01 28
1 K Curiosity Time 0.62 28
1- K Curiosity P x T 7.06* 28

1 K Response Variability Program 0.07 29
1 K Response Variability Time 1.23 29

K Response Variability P x T 0.37 29

1 T Task Initiation Program 1.52 30
1 T Task Initiation Time 1.14 30
1 T Task Initiation P x T 2.48 30

1 T Curiosity Program 0.00 31
1 T Curiosity Time 1.25 31
1 T Curiosity P x T 0.38 31

1 T Response Variability Program 0.09 32
1 T Response Variability Time 0.98 32
1 T Response Variability P x T 0.49 32

2 K Task Initiation Program 4.76* 33
2 K Task Initiation Time 1.22 33
2 K Task Initiation P x T 0.71 33
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TABLE 45 (Continued)

Grade

F-ratios Resulting from Analysis of CATB
Data Collected in Communities K and T

Community Variable Hypothesis
Corresponding

Table

2 Curiosity Program 0.31 34
2 Curiosity Time 1.78 34
2 Curiosity P x T 0.72 34

2 Response Variability Program 2.84 35
2 Response Variability Time 0.82 35
2 Response Variability P x T 2.40 35

2 Task Initiation Program 0.07 36
2 Task Initiation Time 0.20 36
2 Task Initiation P x T 0.33 36

2 Curiosity Program 0.01 37
2 Curiosity Time 1.01 37
2 Curiosity P x T 1.34 37

2 Response Variability Program 0.34 38,
2- T Response Variability Time 2.44 38
2 Response Variability P x T 0.11 38

3 Task Initiation Program 0.61 39
3 Task Initiation Time 0.71 39
3 Task Initiation P x T 0.63 39

3 Curiosity Program 0.11 40
3 Curiosity Tile 0.64 40
3 Curiosity P x T 1.30 40

3 K Response Variability Program 0.78 41
3 Response Variability Time 2.72 41
3 Response Variability P x T 1.12 41

3 Task Initiation Program 0.20 42
3 Task Initiation Time 3.10* 42
3 Task Initiation P x T 1.47 42

3 Curiosity Program 0.55 43
3 Curiosity Time 0.56 43
3 Curiosity P x T 0.81 43

3 Response Variability Program 0.53 44
3 Response Variability Time 1.99 44
3 Response Variability P x T 1.40 44
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data are reported on Teacher Knowledge of DTB's, the taxonomy of

classroom activities, and Teacher-PE Planning Observations.

Objective C.1

At the end of the 1973-74 school year, at least 90% of the Follow

Through teachers will identify correctly all seven of the Desirable

Teaching Behaviors from a videotape specifically prepared for this

purpose.

As earlier noted, the Sponsor was unable to prepare a technically

adequate videotape as necessary, and therefore a paper-and-pencil

format was selected. Tb instrument was composed of 22 statements,

each uniquely characteristic of one DTB. This instrument was

administered to all teachers in all communities during the May site

visit. The results from the eleven communities have been presented

in Table 46. The community means range from 16.48 to 20.34, with

a median of 19.87. While these results indicate less than perfect

knowledge of the DTI's, they do indicate a relatively high degree of

familiarity with the DTB's.

In order to obtain more information about the teachers' knowledge

of DTB's, the results from all eleven communities were pooled, and

the resultsresults were tabled by each of the eleven DTB's (there were two

items for each DTB). These results have been placed in Table 47.

An examination of these results suggests a need for additional

training on DTB #1, 3a, 5 and 7b.
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Means, Standard Deviations, and Ranges on DTB Identification
Test Based on Responses from Teachers in 11 Communities

Community x S.D. Low Score High Score,

K 20.03 2.25 14 22

L 17.94 3.31 10 22

M 16.48 4.08 6 22

N 20.27 2.10 16 22

0 18.38 3.65 1C :2Z

P 19.88 2.52 13 ** 22"',

Q 19.87 2.13 16 22

R 18.26 2.74 12 22

S 18.23 3.00 12 22

T 20.34 2.44 12 22

U 20.33 1.75 17 22
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TABLE A7

Frequency and Percentage of Teachers Responding Correctly
to None, Ope, or Two Instances for Each DTB (n=262)

DTB#

NONE CORRECT

f

ONE CORRECT

f

TWO CORRECT

f

1 21 8.02 92 35.12 149 59.87

2 6 2.29 23 8.78 233 88.93

3a 39 14.89 82 31.30 141 53.82

3b 14 5.34 45 17.18 203 77.481

4a 1 .382 2 .76 259 98.86

4b 1 .38 26 9.92 235 89.70

4c 2 .76 16 6.11 244 93.13

5 23 8.78 76 29.00 163 62.21

6 21 8.02 42 16.03 199 75.95

7a 3 1.15 21 8.02 238 90.84

lb 26 9.92 73 27.86 163 62.21

011.5
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Objective C.2

During the 1973-74 school year, a randomly selected sample of

teachers will show an average increase of at least one Desirable

Teaching Behavior in planning sessions with parent educators as

measured by the PECE.

(Note: Because of revised data collection procedures, no

data are available to examine this objective as stated. See the

discussion and results under Al(a) for more detail.)
I

Objective C.3

During the 1973-74 school year, 95% of a sample of teachers will

use parent educators in classroom instructional activities at least

30% of the time observed as measured by the Taxonomy of Classroom

Activities.

The Taxonomy of Classroom Activities (TCA) is an observational

instrument-which can be used in several ways. The Florida Parent

Education Program used the TCA to obtain a description of the activity

occuring within a classroom. The TCA was administered by Sponsor

representatives in those communities which served as sites for

Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery data collection. Each time the

tester returned a child to the classroom, the activities of the

teacher and parent educator were noted and later recorded on a TCA

form. Those communities not involved with the CATB were responsible

for their own TCA data collection. The results from the TCA have

been presented in Table 48. An inspection of these results is not

very encouraging. According to the data, parent educators are not

being used in an instructional capacity to any appreciable degree.

0116



T
A
B
L
E
 
4
8

P
E
R
C
E
N
T
A
G
E
S
 
O
F
 
T
A
L
L
I
E
S
 
F
O
R
 
V
A
R
I
O
U
S
 
C
L
A
S
S
R
O
O
M
 
A
C
T
I
V
I
T
I
E
S

F
O
R
 
B
O
T
H
 
T
E
A
C
H
E
R
S
 
A
N
D
 
P
A
R
E
N
T
'
 
E
D
U
C
A
T
O
R
S

I
N
 
E
L
E
V
E
N
 
C
O
M
M
U
N
I
T
I
E
S

A
C
T
I
V
I
T
Y

C
O
M
M
U
N
I
T
Y

K
L

M
N

0
P

a
R

S
T

U
T
O
T
A
L

T
P
E
.
 
T

P
E

T
P
E

T
-

P
E

T
-

P
E

T
-

P
E

T
P
E

T
-

P
E

T
-

P
E

T
P
E

T
P
E

T
P
E

I
.
 
H
o
u
s
e
k
e
e
p
i
n
g

2
.
 
C
l
e
r
i
c
a
l

3
.
 
M
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

P
r
e
p
a
r
a
t
i
o
n

4
.
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n

4
.
1
.
 
T
e
a
c
h
i
n
g

4
.
2
.
 
P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g

S
.
 
E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n

6
.
 
O
t
h
e
r

J.

.
0
7

.
3
9

.
2
3

.
7
4

.
0
9

.
3
9

.
0
0

.
4
7

.
1
3

.
3
9

.
1
1

.
3
2

.
1
1

.
5
0

.
0
1

.
5
3

.
0
9

.
6
3
 
.
0
0

.
6
0

.
1
0

.
4
7

,
0
2

.
0
5

.
0
2

.
0
2

.
0
4

.
0
2

.
0
0

.
1
5

.
1
4

.
0
7

.
0
6

.
0
7

.
0
6

.
0
3

.
0
3

.
0
2

.
0
5

.
0
4
 
.
2
0

.
0
0

.
0
5

.
0
5

.
0
2

.
0
5

.
0
2

.
0
1

.
0
1

.
0
1

.
0
0

.
0
5

.
0
5

.
0
4

.
0
6

.
1
5

.
0
3

.
0
2

.
0
5

.
0
8

.
0
7

.
0
1
 
.
0
0

.
0
8

.
0
3

.
0
5

.
8
2

.
0
9

.
5
1

.
1
0

.
7
8

.
1
0

.
9
7

.
1
3

.
5
8

.
1
7

.
7
1

.
2
4

E
-*

.
5
5

.
1
7

.
8
9

.
2
1

.
6
9

.
1
2
 
.
7
3

.
2
0

.
7
0

.
1
6

.
7
8

.
0
4

.
0
8

.
0
6

.
7
4

.
0
4

.
9
0

.
0
9

.
4
9

.
0
9

.
5
2

.
1
4

.
5
0

.
0
7

.
8
7

.
0
9

.
6
1

.
0
9
 
.
7
3

.
2
0

.
6
3

.
0
8

.
0
4

.
0
5

.
0
3

.
0
4

.
0
4

.
0
6

.
0
7

.
0
4

.
0
9

.
0
8

.
1
9

.
1
0

.
0
5

.
1
0

.
0
2

.
1
2

.
0
8

.
0
3
,
.
0
0
'

.
0
0

.
0
7

.
0
7

0 z
.
0
1

.
3
5

.
0
1

.
0
9

.
0
1

.
4
4

.
0
2

.
1
7

.
0
1

.
2
3

.
0
4

.
1
9

.
0
3

.
2
0

.
0
0

.
1
0

.
0
5

.
1
2
 
.
0
7

.
0
0

.
0
2

.
2
2

.
0
5

.
0
6

.
2
1

.
0
3

.
0
7

.
0
3

.
0
2

.
0
2

.
0
9

.
1
0

.
0
2

.
0
2

.
2
2

.
0
8

.
0
2

.
0
6

.
0
3

.
0
8
 
.
0
0

.
1
1

.
0
8

.
0
5



s.

4

114

One possible explanation is that the persons doing the observation may

not have been in the classroom long enough to be able to appropriately

classify the parent educator's activities. However, this explanatin

would not necessarily hold for those projects who collected their own

data. Thus, it seems reasonable to conclude at this time that most

parent educators in most communities ere not being used in instructional

capacities as much as they night be. More time must be spent with

teachers encouraging them to more effectively tap the resources

available in their classroom.

Objective C.4

At the beginning of the 1973-74 school year, each Follow Through

teacher will submit a planning schedule indic4ing to times during

which she will engage in planning for home visits and task building

(or selection) with each parent educator. A minimum of 1 1/2 hours

per week shoullbe scheduled with each parent educator. At least

60$ of the spot checks done should find teathers anning as

scheduled.

The spot checks were to be carried out by local personnel, with

a goal of checking each teacher at least once per month. The

data were tabulated by Sponsor personnel and the results were as follows:

Community No. Classrooms Observations Attempted Sucessful Percent

K 35 13 9 (7) 69.2%
L 31 177 118 (8) 66.7%
M 23 60 10 (10) 16.7%
N- 12 80 49 (9) 61.3%
0 39 337 255 (6) 75.70
P 19 132 130 (3) 98.5%
Q 19 (No data submitted)
R 38 117 144 (5)

S

T
26
36

343

170
300

170

(4) 87
0
(1.5)100. t

U 6 20 20 (1.5)100.00

*
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*Data from February to May were not included, as they were collected
by teachers and thus not comparable to data from other communities.

It should be noted that nine of the eleven communities exceeded

the level of proficiency as specified in the objective. One

community's data were not acceptable (as noted above) and another

community sent no data. Thus, it would seem that teachers and parent

educators are planning together for home visits.

Additional Teacher Data

Two communities (0 and U) sent data to the Sponsor using the

Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire to measure Teacher morale. Community 0

did not identify teachers by name on the post-test so the data were

treated as two independent groups. The results for Community 0

are presented in Table 49. Community U is a small project and only

four pretest post-test matches were possible. Despite the small

sample size, the results for this community are very interesting

(see Table SO) .° The results indicate that the long decline in

teacher morale in this community has been reversed. The administration

in this project seems to be relating better with the teachers in

1973-74 than in previous years.

Parent Educators

The parent educator is the key person in the implementation of

the Florida Parent Education Program. The-PE works in the classroom

part time, plans with the teacher, makes home visits, and gives

feedback to the teacher. Some of the data collected on parent

educators was to include identification of the Desirable Teaching

Behaviors, performance on the home visit, changes in the self concept,

and changes in locus of control.
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Objective D.1

At the end of the 1973-74 school year, at least 80% of the

parent educators will correctly identify all seven of the Desirable

Teaching Behaviors from a videotape specially prepared for this

purpose.

As noted earlier, the procedures for assessing this objective

were changed from what had been stated in the proposal. A paper-

and-pencil test was constructed containing 22 items, 2 representing

each of eleven behavior. This form was administered to parent

educators in all eleven communities during site visits in May.

These results have been presented in Table 51. Comparing the results

in Table 51 with those in Table 46, it is noted that Teachers seem

to be able to be capable of identifying more DTBs than are the

parent educators. These results may be misleading as the identification

task may be highly related to general reading ability. Previous results

when parent educators and teachers have been asked to recall as many

DTBs as possible have shown that PE's can recall more DTBs correctly

than can teachers. In order to gain insight into the parent educators

, knowledge about particular DTBs, the results from all eleven communities

were pooled. The number of parent educators identifying correctly

none, one or two instances of each of the eleven DTBs has been presented

in Table 52.

An examination of the results in Table 52 would suggey,kneed

for additional inservice training with parent educatoon DTB #1,

3a, 3b, 5, 6, and 7b.

1 1 9
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TABLE 51

Means, Standard Deviations and Ranges on DTB Identification
Test based on Responses from Parent Educators in 11 Communities

Community x S.D. Low Score High Score

K 19.54 2.66 11 22

L 15.39 3.44 9 21

M 16.43 3.64 7 22

N 18.86 2.62 14 22

0 13.93 4.14 2 22

P 18.23 2.81 11 22

Q 16.06 4.04 7 22

R 15.98 3.85 7 22

S 16.15 3.55 6 22

T 18.29 3.16 10 22

U 19.13 1.96 16 22

; ' 1 It t 3
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TABLE 52

Frequency and Percentage of Teachers Responding Correctly
to None, One, or Two Instances for Each DTB (n=471)

DTB#

NONE CORRECT

f %

ONE CORRECT

Qf ..o

TWO CORRECT

f %

1 81 17.20 200 42.46 190 40.34

2 51 10.83 91 19.32 329 69.85

3a 91 19.32 210 44.59 170 36.09

3b 90 19.11 141 29.94 240 50.96

4a 2 .425 26 5.52 443 94.06

4b 7 1.49 84 17.83 380 80.68

4c 13 2.76 72 15.29 386 81.95

5 115 24.42 -' 167 35.46 189 40.13

6 43 9.13 122 25.90 306 64.97

7a 15 3.19 52 11.04 404 85.78

7b 104 22.08 166 35.24 201 42.68
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Objective D.2

During the 1973-74 school year, a randomly selected sample of

parent educators will show an average increase of at least one

Desirable Teaching Behavior used when presenting tasks to parents

as measured by the PECE.

(Note: Because of revised data collection procedures, no data

are available to examine this objective as stated. See the discussion

and results under Al(a) for more detail.)

Objective D.3

During the 1973-74 school year, new parent educators will show

a positive change in self-concept as measured by the subscales of

the How I See Myself on a pretest-post-test basis.

The How I See Myself is a four factor self-concept instrument

for adults. The instrument was administered by Sponsor representatives

to new parent educators in September and again in May. Gain scores

were computed on the respective subscaleS, and a multivariate analysis

was completed to test the null hypothesis that the four mean differences

were simultaneously equal to zero. The multivariate test indicated

no statistically significant differences (F=1.53, 4 & SSdf, p).10).

The pretest and post-test mean, standard deviations and respective

gains are displayed in Table 53.

Objective D.4

During the 1973-74 school year, new parent educators will show

a change toward a more internal locus of control as measured by the

Social Reaction Inventory.

,1 5
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Data were collected by Sponsor representatives in September and

again in May. A test of significance of differences in related

measures was completed and indicated no significant difference (t=-1.68,

63df). The pretest mean was 7.23 and the post-test mean was 6.53.

This difference would have been significant if a one tailed test had

been run. Also, the difference is in the predicted direction as a

lower score indicates more internal feelings of control.

Sponsor Objective 4

During the 1973-74 school year, a randomly selected sample of

parent educators will show an increase in the completeness of the

home visit with mothers as evidenced by an increase in the number o:

topics covered as measured by the PECE.

(Note: The PECE videotapes for 1973-74 included only the teaching

of a home learning activity rather than a complete home visit.

Consequently, data tovexamine this objective are not available.

See explanation under Objective A.)

!) 9 1 '7
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Home Visit Data

The Parent Educator Weekly Report `(PEWR) which is filled out by

the parent educator after each home visit, yields a great amount of

useful data relative to the Florida model, including: (1) parent

reactions to tasks; (2) home - school relations; and (3) certain

general information. During 1973-74, 124,923 home visits were made

to 6,482 different qualified homes and 46,790 home visits were-made

to 2,762 different qualified homes. These data represent a considerable

amount of home-school contact.

1. The PEWR serves as "field test" data for tasks since parents

are asked to express their opinion in several ways about how they

feel about the last task that was brought into the home. These

data are summarized in Table 54.

The data seem to indicate two things: (1) that 1973-74 tasks

were well received by the parents; and (2).that only slight differences

exist between qualified and non-qualified parents with regard to the

tasks. This latter finding is an important one since one goal of

the Florida Model is to serve all the children in the program regardless

of their socio-economic background. It seems fair to say that most parents,

irregardless of background, felt that their children were interested in

the tasks and were successful in doing them. Most parents felt that

the tasks are important and that their level of difficulty was "just

right" for their child. While a slight majority of parents spend

under :.,ne hour in teaching the task to the child, almost that many

spent one hour or more in such activity. It should be pointed out that
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Home Visit Data

The Parent Educator Weekly Report (PEWR) which is filled out by

the parent educator after each home visit, yields a-great amount of

useful data relative to the Florida model, including: (1) parent

reactions to tasks; (2) home - school relations; and (3) certain

general information. During 1973-74, 124,923 home visits were made

to 6,482 different qUalified homes and 46,790 home visits were made

to 2,762 different qualified homes. These data represent a considerable

amount of home-school contact.

1. The PEWR serves as "field test" data for tasks since parents

are asked to express their opinion in several ways about how they

feel about the last task that was brought into the home. These

data are summarized in Table 54.

The data seem to indicate two things: (1) that 1973-74 tasks

were well received by the parents; and (2) that only slight differences

exist between qualified and non-qualified parents with regard to the

tasks. This latter finding is an important one since one goal of

the Florida Model is to serve all the children in the program regardless

of their socio-economic background. It seems fair to say that most parents,

irregardless of background, felt that their -hildren were interested in

the tasks and were successful in doing them. Must parents felt that

the tasks are important and that their level of difficulty was "just

right" for their child. While a slight majority of parents spend

under one hour in teaching the task to the child, almost that many

spent one hour or more in such activity. It should be pointed out that

3 0



Type of Home

Qualified
Non-qualified

Type of Home

Qualified
Non-qualified

Type of Home

Qualified
Non-qualified

Type of Home

Qualified
Non-qualified

Type of Home

Qualified
Non-qualified
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TABLE 54

PEWR Data on Parent Reaction to Tasks

High

INTEREST

DisinterestedMild

69,331 (70%) 25,662 (26%) 957 (1%)

27,315 (74%) 8,178 (22%) 316 (1%)

SUCCESS

High Mild Not Successful

64,932 (66%) 29,349 (30%) 1,253 (1%)

26,014 (71%) 9,248 (25%) 384 (1%)

IMPORTANCE

Important Some Importance No Importance

Not Asked Not Given

1,712 (2%) 1,009 (1%)

617 (2%) 309 (1%)

Not Asked Not Given

2,005 (2%) 968 (1%)

755 (2%) 300 (1%)

Not Asked Not Given

74,720 (76%) 18,742 (19%) 254 (0.3%) 3,898 (4%) 894

28,103 (77%) 6,502 (18%) 108 (0.3%) 1,688 (5%) 313

DIFFICULTY

Too Difficult Just Right Too Easy Not Asked Not Given

4,636 ( 5%) 85,651 (87%) 1,440 (1%) 5,338 (5%) 1,383 (1%)

1,649 ( 4%) 31,637 (86%) 838 (2%) 2,070 (6%) 492 (1%)

Over
3 Hours

TIME SPENT
2-3

Hours
1-2

Hours

Under 1
Hour

5,427 (6%) 9,190 (9%).25,454 (26%) 47,013 (48%)

2,309 (6%) 2,868 (8%) 9,407 (26%) 18,280 (50%)

41,

0131

ked

8,4

3,074

Not Given,

(9%) 2,982 (3%:

%) 799 (2%;
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parent teaching time does not include any time that the child might

have spent working on the task by himself once it was taught to him.

2. Home-School Relationships

A basic goal in the Florida Model is the strengthening of

home-school relationships. Florida Model emphases include encouraging

parent to visit the school, work in the classroom as a volunteer,

attend parent group meetings (other than PAC), and attend PAC meetings.

The Model relies heavily upon the parent educator to facilitate such

parent involvement. The teacher also plays an important role by

planning carefully with the parent educator in order to assist her with

her activities and plans with her parents.

The 1973-74 PEWR home-school relations data are summarized

in Table SS. When the data are examined and compared with those

reported in previous annual reports, it is amazing how consistent the

percentages are from year to year. Slight increases may be detected from

1972-73 to 1973-74 in terms of the amount of teacher-parent educator

planning time and time spent informing parents of PAC meetings, but

generally little change has resulted. Roughly one-fourth of the

parents visited the school, slightly less than one-tenth of the parents

volunteer in the classroom and attend parent group meetings (other

than PAC), and slightly over one-tenth of the parent report that they

attend PAC meetings.

These results are consistently obtained in spite of the fact

that over half of the teacher-parent educator planning sessions for

home visits are over fifteen minutes in length, that parent educators

discuss the last PAC meeting with parents about half the time and

9 1 3 9
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110 TABLE SS

PEWR Data on Home-School Relations

TIME PLANNING VISIT

Type of Home Under 15 30 45 One No

Minutes Minutes Minutes Hour Planning

Qualified 55,012 (46%) 47,101 (39%) 5,225 (4%) 9,159 (8%) 3,652 (3%)

Non-qualified 20,789 (46%) 17,409 (38%) 2,381 (5%) 3,673 (8%) 1,160 (3%)

Dme of Home

Qualified
Non-qualified

Type of Home

Qualified
Non-qualified

Type of Home

Yes

VISIT THE SCHOOL

No PE Does Not Know

28,048 (23%) 91,525 (75%)
12,040 (26%) 33,182 (72%)

Yes

WORK IN CLASSROOM

No

8,473 (7%)
4,101 (9%)

Yes

112,963 (92%)
41,774 (90%)

ATTEND PARENT GROUP

No

Qualified 10,076 (8%) 105,907 (87%)

Non-qualified 4,341 (9%) 39,9% (87%)

Type of Home

Qualified
Non-qualified

Type of Home

Qualified
Non-qualified

ATTEND PAC MEETING

Yes

14,179 (12%)
5,324 (120)

Yes

No

99,177 (81%)
38,541 (84%)

DISCUSS PAC MEETING

61,147 (50%)
22,461 (49%)

No

60,895 (500))
23,597 (51%)

t 3

2,660 (2%)
843 (2%)

PE Does Not Know

962 (1%)
262 (1%)

PE Does Not Know

6,313 (5%)
1,798 (4%)

PE Does Not Know

8,839 (7%)
2,188 (5%)



INFORM OF PAC MEETING

Type of Home Yes No

Qualified 79,500 (65%) 43,030 (35%)
Non-qualified 28,828 (62%) 17,316 (38%)

-PLANS FOR SCHOOL VISIT

Type of Home Yes No

Qualified 73,062 (60%)' 49,326 (40%)
Non-qualified 24,760 (54%) 21,346 (46%)

a,

0131
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4

inform them of the next PAC meeting slightly less than two-thirds of

the time, and that parent educators make plans with the parents to

visit the school over half the time. The problem in interpreting

these somewhat consistent data is the lack of comparison data. What

percentage of non-Follow Through parents typically visit the school,

work in the clasSroom and attend parent group meetings? We suspect

that these Follow Through data, especially when the parent population

is considered, would look pretty good in comparison if such data were

available. Especial attention is called to the very slight differences

existing_between qualified and non-qualified families on the data

reported in Table SS.

3. General Information

The PEWR picks up certain general information that is Summarized

in Table 56. The comprehensive services data should be interpreted

in light of the fact that parent educators do not generally initiate

discussions of the comprehensive services but responds when the parent

seeks information or makes a request. Thus, the comprehensive

services data look good.' The differences between the qualified and

the non-qualified parents would be expected since the latter do not

qualify for most of the services. It is interesting that about one-

third the non-qualified parents still asked for and received some

comprehensive services information. This may, in part, reflect the

fact that a number of non-qualified parents are so classified because

they are only slightly over the required income figure set by the

Follow Through Guidelines. They are not "middle class" in terms of

social class theory.

1, t 3 5
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TABLE 56

PEWR Data on General Information

DISCUSS COMPREHENSIVE SERVICES?

Yes No

130

Qualified 55,910 (46%) 66,431 (54%)
Non-qualified 15,241 (33%) 30,888 (67%)

ASK FOR TASK SUGGESTIONS?

Type of Home Yes No

Qualified 64,146 (53%) 58,064 (48%)
Non-qualified 22,958 (50%) 23,123 (50 %)

GIVEN TASK SUGGESTIONS?

Type of Home Yes No

Qualified 4,335 (4%) 117,828 (96%)
Non-qualified 1,692 (4%) 44,389 (90)

c
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The data cn asking for and getting task suggestions are

very much like those of 1972-73 with only slight percentage increases.

While almost half the time the parent educator reports that she is

asking the parent for suggestions for tasks, the parent educator

is still not getting many suggestions from patents. These(results,

are consistent in spite of a number of inservice training efforts designed

to show parent educators how to "pull tasks out of parents".

Summary of PEWR D..ta

While some of the PEWR day: are difficult to interpret due to the

lack of comparison data, the 1973-74 PEWR data generally indicate

considerable strength in the program. Further, sin:, these data are

very similar to those obtained in 1972-73 and previouars, the

results seem to be consistent ones It is especially encouraging to

note that the differences between qualified and non-qualified homes are

'slight and that the program seems to be serving all parents and children

in the same way irregardless of their backgrounds.

In general, the PEWR indicates tasks are well received by parents,

comprehensive services are being dis sed, and at least modest success

can be claimed in the area of home-school relations. Parent-generated

tasks continues to be an area of weaknesses.

Home Learning Activity Data

The Parent Educator weekly Report (PEWR) also yields data

concerning the extent to which we are achieving our goal of individualizing

-)instriction through tasks. This is done by dividing the number of

I--
completed home visits during which tasks were presented by the number
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of different task§ that were presented during the schbol year. Previous

analyses indicated that such data had to be analyzed at the classroom

level due to the'sharing' of tasks across classrooms and across

communities. Thus, the 1973-74 data were analyzed by classroom.

Suppose, for example, that in a class of thirty pupils each task

is sent into an average of 25 homes. Little individualization in

terms of choosing different tasks for different pupils and mothering

ones would appear to be going on. Od the other hand, if each task

went into an average of five homes, a considerable amount of individualization

would appear to be occuring.

Analyzing str:h data on a classroom by classroom basis and then

making judgments about a community's overall progress isn't easily done

and yields o.iy gross estimates at best. However the task individualization

data are reported in AppendixE by community and were analyzed as follows:

When a classroom contained roughly thirty pupils, an average task

useage of 1 - 10 homes was judged to represent "considerable

individualization". An average task usage of 11-20 homes was judged

to represent "some individualization" while an average task usage of over

twenty homes was held to represent "little individualization". Each

community was then examined in terms of where the majority of its

classrooms fall.

Using the above criteria, communities K, N, 0, P, S, T, and U

evidenced "considerable individualization". Communities Q, and R

were judged to liwe "some individualization". No community appeared

to fall into the "little individualization"category. These findings are

indeed encouraging and possibly represent a considerable emphasis placed

on such ftetivities by both the communities and the model sponsor. Some



133

individual classrooms are still not of course, individualizing tasks

through teacher-parent educator planning and need assistance by

consulLants, task specialists, and others. However, overall the picture

looks quite good.
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Summary

The 1973-74 Sponsor evaluation of the Florida Parent Education

Program used data pertaining to parents, children, teachers and parent

educators. These data were collected in the eleven communit es

participating in the Florida Model ofcFollow Through.

In general, the results relating to parents should be examined

quite closely, as the Florida Model' is one which places great emphasis

on parental involvement. The analyses of the data seemed to suggest

the following conclusions with respect to parents:

1. Parents who have been involved with the Florida

Model use more "desirable teaching behaviors" than do non-Follow

Through parents.

2. A substantial percentage of families (Community

Median - 27%) attended at least one PAC meeting. Although performance

did not meet the desired criter rn, a large number of parents did

participate at PAC meetings. To a lesser degree, parents participated

in PAC related activities (Community Median - 14%).

3. Follow Through parents did volunteer in classrooms.

In the 11 communities, the distribution of percentages of parents

volunteering at least once had a median of 42%.

4. The regularity of home visits was lower than anticipated.

However, this discrepancy may reflect problems in the delivery system

rather than parental non-participation.

5. Parents have been involved in making decisions about

the Follow Through program. This conclusion was reached by inspection

of PAC meeting minutes.
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6. Parents who have been involved in the Florida Model

seem to have changed their style of parenting. Younger children

from these families come to school better prepared than do children

from families who have not been in Follow Through.

7. Examination of measures of the home environment

suggests that low income families showed positive dffinges in Awareness

of Child Development, Availability, and Use of Supplies for Language

Development, Materials for Learning in the Home, and Reading Press.

The data on children examined as part of this evaluation consisted

of standard achievement measures, attendance, and self concept measures.

The following conclusions seem warranted after analysis of child data:

1. The results from standardized achievement tests give

a confusing picture. Some communities show positive results, some show

negative results, and some show no differences between Follow Through

and non-Follow Through groups. These differences in results might

be attributed to the difficulty in obtaining adequate comparison

groups.

2. The attendance data also present a mixed picture.

Again, the differences may be a function of the comparison groups

used rather than a measure of program effect.

3. The self _concept data seem to suggest positive

pretest/posttest changes in kindergarten and first grade, and negative

changes in second and third grade. These findings may be descriptive

of what happens to children in public schools, rather than results

specific to the Florida Model.

4. The analysis of the data from subtests of the

Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery provided no meaningful insights,

and the battery has been dropped from the evaluation design.

0141
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The data collected on teachers provided information about

the knowledge of the Desirable Teaching Behaviors, the use of

paraprofessionals in the classroom, and planning for home visits.

Based on the data, these conclusions are suggested:

1. The teachers are able to identify instances 3f the

Desirable Teaching Behaviors. However, the results indicated that

some of the behaviors are less familiar than others.

2. Although there are some community differences, teachers

do not appear to be using parent educators effectively in classroom

instruction activities. However, part of the problem lies with the

manner in which data were collected, and'the procedures have been

revised.

3. Observation of Teacher/Parent Educator planning

sessions indicated that generally, planning for home visits did

occur as scheduled. This finding is supported by the Home

Learning Activity individualization data.

Data collected on Parent Educators included information on

knowledge of the Desirable Teaching Behaviors, and changes in the

parent educators, themselves. Based on these data:the following

conclusions may be reached:

1. Parent Educators are reasonably familiar with the

Desirable Teaching Behaviors. In general, their performance on the

identification test was lower than that by teachers, but this

finding might be attributed to reading ability as the identification

test was loaded with a verbal factor. Several of the DTBs were

identified for further inservice work.

2. The changes in new parent educators were not appaient

based on the measures used. Self concept measures indicated little

fl
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change, and the lows of control measure changed toward an internal

lows, but not significantly.

The data provided by the PEWR suggest the following conclusions:

1. Parents view the Home Learning Activities positively.

2. Parents seem to be reluctant to give suggestions for

tasks:

ti 3
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Parental t.zitudes Toward the
Follow Through Program

INTRODUCTION:

The Florida Parent Education Follow Through Program is an educa-

tional research program adopted in eleven communities distributed in

ten states. Because of the importance of parental involvement in this

program, a comprehensive parent assessment of the Follow Through model

was conducted both in 1972 (McDowell report) and at the end of the

1972-73 school year (Bozler report). These two parental evaluation

surveys were conducted in Alachua County which served as an experi-

mental parent educator home model at that time. In May, 1974, a

similar survey was conducted in two of the Florida model's communities.

Of the two communities that were surveyed, one is a large urban city

located in the southeastern sector of the United States and the other

community is a small rural town comprised of 7,000 people in the mid-

western part of the United States, Throughout this report, the former

will be referred to as community L and the latter as Community N.

Section 1: PROCEDURES

A. Development of'the Questionnaire

The questionnaire that was used in 1972 and 1973 was revised in

April, 1974 by Ms. Roberta R. Streit with the assistance of the Follow

Through staff. Several meetings were held to revise the original

questionnaire and to make some suggestions for additional questions.
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The final questionnaire was approved by Dr.*Gordon Greenwood in

May, 1974. Acopy of this questionnaire is included in Appendix B

of this repoFt.

B. Sampling Procedures

The subjects in this study were selected by use of a table of

random numbers. A sample size of 90 was chosen as well as a sample

of 90 comparable alternates. These samples were drawn according to

economic level and race. Included in the sample were 30 parents from

community N which comprised 5% of that area's population in Follow

Through, and 60 parents fromln:Unity L comprising 10% of that commun-

ity's Follow Through population. In community N, th ?majority of the

population chosen was white with an even distribution from the quali-
,

fied and non-qualified income level families. In community L, the

majority of the families were black and from the lower socioeconomic

level.

C. Field Interviews

In preparation for the field interview, six undergraduate students were

chosen and briefed as to the procedure to follow when conducting the

visitation in the two respective communities. Four students were

chosen to go to community L and the other do were chosen to go to

cermunity N.

4 Prior to the visit, two letters were sent to the .selected-sdaple

of parents in each community.for the purpose of explaining the format

and purpose of the Interview. It wrs explicitly stated in these letters

t"
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that the interview was to be kept completely confidential and would

be for the purpose of'evaluating the Florida Follow Through parent

education model. One of the letters was sent to the original ninety

parents that were randomly selected and the other letter was sent to

ninety additional parents chosen as alternates to the original sample.

(See Appendix). In addition, a letter was sent to the parent-educators

that are associated with the random sample of parents. This letter

was sent to inform them of the interviewing procedure and to ask their

assistance with the interview if the circumstances required it. (See

Appendix B).

The questionnaire was administered during the week of May 5-May 12,

1974. Each interviewer was given an introductory letter and an addi-

tional comment letter which was to be left with the parent so that they

would have an opportunity to communicate to the Institute any further

comments they felt relevant (See Appendix B).

Section II: RESULTS

A. General Overview

As mentioned earlier, the random sample for this interview was

chosen according to economic level and race. Because of the nature of

this sample, several comparisons can be made. The primary considera-

tions are presented in terms of frequency of questions answered accord-

ing to the different categories listed under each individual question.

These categories represent answers ranging ,rom highly positive responses

to extremely negative responses. In addition, answers have been analyzed

9'} 1 7



according to the two different communities visited, race, and economic

levels. Subtotals are computed for Community L and Community N, as

well as an overall grand total for the two communities involved. (See

Appendix C).

B. Discussion of Results

In order to facilitate analysis of the results, the discussion

will be subdivided into major categories of concern as presented in the

questionnaire.

Category One: General Program

A comprehensive overview of questions one through four suggests a

favorable parental reaction towards the program in general. Question 1,

which deals with the parent's initial reaction to Follow Through shows

that 66% of the total population expressed a favorable response to

the program. This result can further be delineated by the two communi-

ties: Community L had a 68% favorable reaction and Community N had a

63% favorable response. The black population in each of these communities

responded more favorably to the program than the white population as

indicated below:

When someone first came and explained the Follow Through Program
what did you think about it?

Community L Community N
Black White Black White

Favorable
Reaction J 82% 26% J30 62%

In addition to this favorable response, 96% of the population

thought the program as a good idea (Question 1B).

1
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Based on Question 2A, the data indicate that the majority

of the parents have been in the program for one year and commented

that the program was a success (84% - Question 3B). Some of the

desirable aspects of the program that were mentioned related to

the increased attention offered to the children as a result of the

program (1S% - grand total), and the cohesiveness shown as-a conse-

quence of the school and parents working together (20% - Question 2B).

When asked about the undesirable aspects of the program, 41% of the

total population responded that there were no undesirable aspects and

an additional 41% did not respond. A small percentage (7%) said

"more attention", "discipline", and "time for tasks" were needed

(Question 2B).

In response to Question 3A, addressed to the goals of the program,

SS% of the total population said the program was designed to help children

educationally and socially. An additional 12% said that one of the pro-

grams goals was to help form a better relationship between parents and

children.

A large majority of parents (78%) Stated that they thought parents

should have a voice in the operation of the Follow Throu h model (Ques-

tion 4A) and stated parental involvement (18% and paren al knowledge of

children's needs (31%) as the reasons for this. Interetingly enough,

only 12% gave reasons why parents should not participate in the operation

of Follow Through. These reasons included satisfaction with Follow Through

services as it is now operating (7.80) and a feeling of inferiority or

disqualification concerning the program(4.4%) concerning the program (4.40)

(Question 4B).
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To further support the conclusion that parents express favorable

attitudes toward Follow Through, 2 comment letters were received by the

Institute for the Development of Human Resources expressing a deep grati-

tude for Follow Through in general and commenting on the continuance of

the program.

Category Two: Parental Involvement With Their Children

A careful examination of the data in this area indicates Follow

Through's considerable impact on parental involvement with their children_

(Question 5).

Due to the nature of question SA, addressfes to parental involvement

with children before the program started, multiple answers were offered

and the totals for each community were above 100% and were, t1erefore,

eliminated from the tables. The most common areas in which the parents

offered theii help were the areas of ath, reading, and ABC's (23%,

31%, and 26% respectively) (Quest SA). As evidenced by question 51,

51% of the total popuratio Esa 4 they were doing different types of things

with their child now 4 opposed to before the program started. This new

involvement included in increased awareness of their children's schoolhork,

tasks, and activities (43% and 12% respectively) (Question SC). Similarly,

64% of the Follow Through parents acknowledged spending more time with their

children now as opposed to before the commencement of Follow Through

(Question SD).

Cate ory Three: School Achievement

We were particularly interested in knowing if the parents thought

that their participation in the program had contributed to an improvement

in their children's performance in school. Based on the data indicated
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in question 6B, 62% of the population positively to this

with the emphasis being in the qualified areas of both communities

(Community L - 70% qualified, 33% non-qualified; "ommunity N - 66%

qualified, 53% non-qualified). In addition, parenL., _ndicated that

Follow Through was ttle. prime force in contributing to their children's

de. table behavior in zchool subsequent relations with his teacher

and peers (See Table I).

Category Fbur: Teacher, Parent, and Parent Educator Relations

Questions 9 through 15, and question 22 deal with the different

aspects of the teacher - parent - parent educator relationship.

In analyzing the responses fcr questions 9A and 9B, it becomes

apparent that the majority of Parent Educators do not live in the

same neighborhood as the parents who were interviewed (63%). Addi-

tionally, a sufficient number of parents (35%) indicated that they

thought the pr zt educator should not live in the same neighborhood

as they. More parents in Community N (46%) responded negatively to

this question than in Community L (306).

Parental response to question 10A and 10B suggests that a moder-

ate number of the parent educators are of the same economic background

as the parents interviewed.(36% overall, 53% Community N, 28% Community

L). However, a sizable :cumber of parents (36% total sample) said that

it was unnecessary for the parent educator to be of the same economic

background as themselves. Th.'s: response to these questions were higher

in the qualified category of Community L (330) than in the non-qualified

category of that same Community (25%).



TABLE I

7A. Has your child's behavior
improved this school year?

YES

NO

7b. How r. a is this c'ue to

Follow Through?

A LOT
NONE

8A. Does child get along better
with his teacher now as com-
pared to before he was in
Follow Through?

YES
NO

8B. Is this du( to Follow Through?

* YES
.NO

8C. Does your clu7 I get along
better with h_s peers now
as compared tc before he
was in Follow Through?

YES
NO

8D. Is this due to Follow Through?

YES
NO

8E. Does your child like school
more now as compared to before
he was in Follow Through?

YES
NO

8F. Is this due to Follow Through?

YES

NO
:3 7

COMMUNITY L COMMUNITY N TOTAL

48V
10%

33%

23%

43%
15%

45% 26% 38%

10% 3% 7%

46% 66% 5344.m.

6% 'A3% 5%

31% 43% 35%

2% 3% 2%

56% 600 57%

3% 0% 2%

36% 56% 43%
03% 3% 3%

55% 73% 61%

6% 6% 6%

35% 60% 43%

3%
0% 2%
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A large percentage of parents (71%) indicated that their teacher

did not make any home visits (Question 11A). Of the teachers that did

visit various homes, 14% of them visited only once. Among the reasons

for visitation were for discussion of the child (14%), discussion of

schoolwork (3%), discussion about Follow Through and tasks (4%), and

general discussion for the purpose of "getting acquainted" (7%)

(Question 11E).

Questions 12A through 12F deal with reactions to how and why the

teacher should make regularly scheduled home visits. Sixty-two parents

(69%) indicated that they think the teacher should not make home visits

and 52% of these parents stated that the teacher had enough responsibility

and should not be expected to make home visits. Twelve percent of the

parents expressed a need for home and school communication with the

teacher as the link between the two. Fourteen parents (15%) said the

school system should provide teacher aides and pay the teacher for

extra work in order to facilitate home visits.

An overwhelming response to questions 13A through 1SB shows

that as high as 96% of the parents expressed no difficulty at all

in communicating with their teacher and parent educators, in spite of

the different economic backgrounds and different living areas. This

serves to demonstrate the harmony that can be easily reached among

participants in Follow Through which in turn reinforces the appli-

cability of this program

In addition to this harmony experienced among the parents, parent

educators, and teachers, 87% of the parents said they were learning more
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about their children as a result of the interaction with these other

people (Question 23A). In'luded in the new areas of learning regarding

their children are those concerning beha fors at school (63%), closer

communication with child (4.4%), and an inc eased appreciation of the

child (8%) (Question 23B).

Category Five: Parent Educator and Home Visits

Based on the responses obtained in questions 16 through 19 and
\-1

questions 21 and 24, many favorable comments about the home visits ,:ere

received. In Sommunity L and Community N, a majority (86% and 73%

respectively) of the parents indi9ate&that the home visits should be

made at the home. In Community N, however, 3 parents 1(10%) said the

school was a good place for a visit and an additional 4 parents (6%) in

Community L responded similarly (Question 16A). Reasons for the afore-

mentioned places were convenience (58%), privacy (9%), and importance

of observing the child in his home and school environment (8%). It was

gratifying to note that 100% of the parents in Community N Are allegedly

Z
ais.ted by their parent educators at least once a week. Overall, 92%

of the population reported this frequency of visitation of at least once

week (Question 17A). Answers to question 17B reveal, that 890 of the

total population thought this frequency of visitation was "just right".

Similarly, 950 of the total sample felt comfortable having someone from

the school visit their home on a regular basis.

It was slso indicated that seventy-seven of the responc4ts (S5 %)

felt that their children liked having the parent educator and/or the

teacher make home visits (Question 19). When asked about th,..) topics that

. It



were discussed during these hbme visits the parents and the parent

educator mentioned topics such as tasks, comprehensive services (31%),

child's performance in school (23%), PAC meetings (2%), child rearing

(6%), and issues concerning family and community (15%) (Question 21).

Again, it might be mentioned that all the aforementioned data

serves to solidify the idea of ease of communication experienced by the

parents, parent educator, and teachers involved in the Follow Through

Program.

Category Six: Tasks

An analysis of question 20 which dealt specifically with tasks

(holtle learning activities) indicates that 81% of the total sample thought

the tasks suited their child. Almost 63% of the parents said their

parent educator makes an attempt to suit the tasks to their children

(Question 20B).

In question 20C, an attempt was made to discern whether the parent

educators used role-playing as a technique for presenting the tasks.

Here, S71 of the total respondents answered positively and 41% negatively.

When the parents were asked how they felt about role-playing a task,

(Question 20C-How) 39% said it was good and 18% responded negatively,

saying it was unnecessary or created an unsteady atmosphere. In addition,

8S% of Community L and 80% of Community N said the tasks were of definite

value to their children (Question 20D). An almost unanimous number of

parents (87 total parents) indicated in question 20E that their children

enjoyed the tasks. In addition to the apparent enjoyment experienced

by these children with their tasks, the data in question 20F shows

the tasks as having an influence upon children in the same family.
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Twenty-two families in Community N (73%) and twenty-five families (3.'n)

responded favorably when asked about the influence of the tasks upon

other children, whereas three families (10%) in Community N and

twenty-five families (41%) in Community L responded negatively to this

proposed influence (Question 20F). A sufficient number of parents (41)

re-emphasized this phenomenon of vertical diffusion by stating that the

other children have helped and have been helped with theetasks brought

into their home.

Category Seven: Parent and Parent Educator Participation in the

ClassrooN

Questions 25 through 27 deal with parent educator home visits and

parental participation in the classroom. An almost unanimous number of

Follow Through parents (88 parents - 97.8% - Question 25A) Are in agree-

ment as to the reasons for having home visitors work in the classroom.

As mentioned in the questionnaire, these reasons were: "to give the

child more attention" and "to give the parent educator information about

the child when talking to the parents."

When asked if they ever visited the classroom, 75% of the total

sample answered that they spent some .ime in the classroom (Question

26A). In Community N, 73% of t'.e non-qualified parents spent time in

the classroom as opposed to 60% of the qualified parents. In addition,

83% of Community L's non-qualified parents visited the classroom as

opposed to 70% of the qualified parents in that community. A sufficient

number of these parents (29 parents - 32 % overall total) stated that

they visited the classroom for the purposes of observation only. Other

05 el r,
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parents visited the classroom in orderto help the teacher (12%),

work with the children (20%), and to hold a conference with the teacher

(10%) (Question 26B).

When asked if they felt accepted by both the teacher and the parent

educator in the classroom, 75% of the parents answered positively to

acceptance by the teacher and 74%-answered positively to acceptance by

the parent educator. There were no negative responses in either

community to this question.

Question,26E addressed itself to the reasons for non-participation

in the classroom by the parent. Twelve parents (13%) stated that they

were working and didn't have time. Other reasons stated were trans-

portation problems (2%), health reasons (1%), and responsibilities to

younger children at home (4%).

Question 27 asked the parents if they thought the school has deve-

loped better understanding of their child as a learner as a result of

these parent educator's visits, teacher visits, and parental participa-

tion in the classroom. An overwhelming 97% responded positively to this

question.

Category Eight: Interaction of Parent and School

Of particular interest was finding out parental attitudes toward

the proposed interaction of home and school. A striking 98.9%

of the total sample of parents stated that they thought the home and

school should work together in the education of their children (Question

28A). Some of the reasons stated in defense of this were the importance

of parental understanding of what happens in the school environment (22%),

unity needed between the school and home because either one of these two

3 1 5 7
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institutions should not take on the responsibility of the child's needs

alone (6%), and the importance of parental involvement because of the

parent's knowledge of their particular child's needs and wants (4%)

(Question 28B).

In addition, eighty two parents stated that the program has helped

them better understand what the school expects of their child in the

academic areas. They stated that the program informed them of new

innovations in teaching (4%), helped them realize the importance of

their involvement with the children's homework (6%), and helped them

treat their child as an individual at home (2%) (Question 29B).

In addition to these responses, seventy-nine parents stated that

they considered themselves as a partner with the school in terms of their

children's learnir .

It wc anennranina to find a larae resnnnse to narental suggestions

regarding other ways in which parents should be included in the school

aside from classroom visitation. These suggestions included field trip

participation (3%), volunteer work (7%), parental participation in

planning of the school system (It), parental involvement la the pre-

paration of the school men,, (U), volunteer hours in the library (1%),

and the establishment of new classes for parents (1A) (Question 31B).

Category Nine: Parental Participation in Follow Through Parent Meetings

Based on questions 32A thrnugh -)2I, one will observe a moderate amount

of parental participation in PAC meetings and PAC related activities. A

total of CS parents (940) said they had been notified in advance about these

Follow Through PAC meetings (Question 32A). Of the parents that were

i
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about these meetings, 61% actually attended the meetings with

Comminity L having a larger percentage of parental attendance

(66%) than Community N (SO%) (Question 32B). Based on the responses

in Question 32D, addressed to the parental feelings about the value

of these meetings, 49% of the parents that attended these meetings

felt that they were of some value to them. Only 10% of the total

sample responded negatively to this same question. When asked to

describe ways in which the parent educator encouraged parental

attendance, the responses were al follows: (See Table II)

(Question 32E).

1.

Table II

In what ways did your P.E. encourage you to attend these meetings?

1) P.E. specifically invited parent to come to the
meeting 14%

2) P.E. encouraged parental attendance by informing
through letters

3) P.E. offers transportation assistance 2%

Sixty-four percent of the parents surveyed said that they definitely

had a voice in the operation of the Follow Through program (Question 32F).

When asked to describe the manner in which they had an input into the

activities of Follow Through, 11% said they had an influence by voting

for issues and officers, and an additional 9% said they had planned and

creatcd Follow Through budgetary programs. Similarly, 30 of the parents

stated that they made several srgestions to the Follow Through Program

and these suggestions were definitely acted upon (Question 32G).

,
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We were interested ,to find out if the Follow Through parents

attended any parent meetings other than PAC related ones. One half

of the total sample of parents stated that they did attend meetings

other than PAC, and these meetings included PTA (41%), Bazaar planning

(1%), comprehensive services (2%), and various open house (1%)

(Questions 32H and 321).

Category Ten: General Comments

In analyzing the responses to questions Ali\ an.1 33R, one will

obsen ,ne overwhelming number of positive responses received in

regard to the program in general. Some of the positive comments

received from the parents are as follows:

Positive Comments Regarding Follow Through

Dirvinrnm 44". nutct2nriina in annn-ral 17%
o- -o

2. Program is good for parents and children 3%

3. Children benefit from the program and the parents work hard
to help their children 11%

4. The program offers a great deal of help concerning infor-
mation about comprehensive services offered in the
community 1%

Although we received a large number of favorable responses in regard

to the program in general, we did receive a small number of negative responses.

Among these responses were:

Negative Comments Regarding Follow Through

I. Tasks too easy 1%

2. Not enough information about Follow Through disseminated

to parents 2%

if 0
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3. Parents want Follow Through in all Classrooms 2%

In addition to these comments about Follow Through, parents made

many suggestions concerning the improvement of the program. These

suggestions were as follows:

A. Suggestions regarding PAC meetings:

1. Parents should be notified in advance about PAC meetings. This
way they will be better prepared for them.

2. There are too many PAC lathes and projects. This is getting
away from the purpose of the program. We do not spend enough
time discussing issues regarding the children of the program.

B. Suggestions regarding Tasks and Parent Educators:

1. Tasks should be more related to the child's schoolwork.

2. P.E. isn't helpful because she doesn't spend enough time on the
tasks and schoolwork.

C. Suggestions regarding the school:

1. A "parent" day should be established. This day would be for the
purpose of having the parent spend a full day with the child at
the school.

2. Parents should help prepare the school menu.

3. Parents should play a part in the planning of the entire school
system.

4. Special classes for parents are more widely needed (i.e., reading,
math).

S. Parents who cannot attend the PTA meetings should not be deprived
of going on school trips. The teacher usually picks those parents
who frequently attend these meetings.

D. Suggestions regarding the Program:

1. Middle income children should not be deprived of tne summer program
trips.

A 9 161
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Section III: Conclusions

1. There was an overall favorable response towards the Follow

Through program in general (see Categories One and Ten).

2. A majority of the Follow Through parents spend more time with

their children now as opposed to before the commencement

of Follow Through (see Category T'4o). Similarly, the

majority of the parents stated that their participation in

the program had contributed to an improvement in their

children's performance in school (see Category Three).

3. In spite of different economic backgrounds and neighborhoods,

the data presented in this report serves to solidigy the

idea of ease of communication experienced by the parent,

parent educator, teachers, and other participants. involved

in the Follow Through program (see Categories Four and give).

4. A majority of parents from both communities were pleased with

the home learning activities, stating that they were suited

to their children (see Category Six).

S. An overwhelming number of parents (89 parents 98.9%) stated

that they thought the home and school should work together

in the education of their children. This serves to reinforce

the applicability of the Follow Through program (see Categories

Seven and Eight).

6. Although most parents were notified in advance about PAC meetings

(94%), only 61% actually attended these meetings. Suggestions

regarding improvements in this area are presented in Table VI

(see Category Nine).

1 II 9
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APPENDIX B

Forms and Letters

in Conjunction with the Parent Interview



\

S

I

l. When someone first came and explained

the Follow Through Program, what Aid

you think about it''

B. Was it a good idea?

1

2. A. Now nany years have yo, been in the

program?

B. What do you think about the program
now: that you have been in it for

(insert no. of yrs. in rro,::ram from

2A)? %hat are the i.co.; tnin,ls. .nat

-Rings are not so good?

(

Good Undecided Bad

5 4 3 2 1

i



-2-

3. A. What do you thinkrthis program was
'trying to do?

Yes it No it didn't I

accomplished accomplish

most of what it Undecided anything it

B. Did it accomplish What it was trying to was trvilv,, to do wat, tryinc,

do?
5 4 3 _.

1 1

Success Failure

4, A. Do you think rorents should have a Yes Undecided No

voic ill the run=- of the Fellow
S 4 3 2 1

B. }shy or 1v,hy Not?

(Which:_v.:'r is approrriate)



AP-
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Iii. A. What kinds of things did you do with

your child that were helpful to him

in school before this program started?

Yes - many

B. Are you doing different kinds of things different Undecided No - no

with your child nei as opposed to be- things different

fore this progral, started?
5 4 3 2 1

C. If tl'e answer to (B) is yes, please

explain:

D. Do you spend more time with your child

now?

6. A. Has your child's achievement (grades

on tests, etc.) in school Improved this

year? (Kindergarten parents cannot

answer this question )

B. How much do you think this is due to

our program? Please explain:

t (;

Yes Undecided No

5

Yes
a lot

3 4 2

Undecided

1

No - Not
at all

5

A lot

4 3

Undecided

2

None

5 4 3 2
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Yes Undecided No not

7. A. Has your child's behavi tit improved a lot
at all

this school year?
S 4 3 2 1

B. tiow much do you think this is due to A lot Undecided gene

our progra-. Please explain: S 4 3 2 1

8. A. Does your child get along better with

his teacher nc.: as coT,ared to 1.-cfcre

he or she (Lhienever is aFpyop:.lat,')

was in Follow Through?

B. If the answer to A is yes, is this duc

to Folio'.; Through? Please explain.

Yes Undecided No not
at all

4 3 2 1

Yes Undecided No not
at all

5 4 3 2 1

C. Does your child set along better t.ith Yes Undecided No not

the other children nob. as compar:o. to
at all

before h- or sheer (t,hichever is ,pproi_11.tte) 5 4 3 2 1

was in l'ollow Through?

D. If the Answer to C is yes, is this due Yes Undecided No not

to Folic% Through? ,Please explain:
at till

5 4 3 2 1

\
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. Does your child like school more now Yes Undecided
No not

as compared to before he or she

at all

(whichever is appropriate) was in
S 4 3 2 ,1

Follow Through ?

F. If the answer to E is yes, is this

due to Follow Through? Please

explain!

9. A. Does your Parent Educator live in your

neighborhood or living area?

B. Do you feel that she should live in

your .neighborhood or living area?

10. A. Is your Parent Educator of tho same

or similar economic
background as you?

Yes Undecided
No not
at all

5 4 3 2 1

Yes Undecided
No

5 4 2 1

Yes Undecided
No

definitely
definitely

should
should not

5 4 3 2 1

Yes Undecided
No

5 4 3 2 1

Yes Undecided
No

Do you feel that she should be of the definitely
definitely

same or similar economic background as should
should not

you?

5 4 3 2 1
1

11. A. Did your child's (or "children's"
Yes Undecided No

- whichever is appropriate) teacher

visit with you in your home as hell 5 4 3 2 1

as your PE?

If the answer to A is No, proceed to

Question 12.

r
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B. If the answer to A is yes, how often

did she come to visit you in your

home?

C. If the answevto A is yes, did she come

with the P.E. or by herself.

P. E.

Herself

Other:

D. If the answer lo C is other, please expl,in:

E. If the answer to A is yes, what did your

teacher come to do?

Yes

12. A. If the teacher were alone in the class- definitely

room, do you think the teacher should

Unit,xided

4

No

definitely
Not

make regularly scheduled home visits 5 4 3 2

doing things like your P.E. has done?

A i9

C
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B. Please explain why:

C. If there are no teacher aides, do you Yes Undecided No

think there is a way the teacher could

visit you? .

S 4 3 2 1

D. If the answer to C is 'yes, how?

E. If the answer to C is yes, how often

should these visits be made?

F. How do you think the school system should

handle this?

170

a
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13. A. Have you ever communicated with Yes Undecided NO
(child!s name) teacher?

5 4 3 2 1

B. If the answer to A is yes, did you Yes Undecided No

have problems cowx.unicating %vith

(child's name) teacher? 5 4 3 2 1

C. If the answer to B is yes, please

explain:

14. A. Do you have problems connunicating

with the P. L.

B. If yes, please explain:

t

Yes Unde6ided No

1 3 2 1

4

...
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. A. Does the teacher and/or the P. E. Yes Undecided No

have problems communicating with

you?
5 4 3 2 1

B. If yes, please explain:

Wal

16. A. Should the visits by the teacher and/or

the P. E. be made at your home,- at the

school, or elsewhere?

.

Home

School

Elsewhere:

B. Why?

:f) 1 12

/

4
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17. A. How often were you visited in your Once a Once Once Once Less
home by your P.E..? week or every 2 every 3 a once
Specific :answer

B. Was this too much, too little, or just
right.

Meiblme. wcel.:; weeks month month,
5 4 3 2 1

Too Just Too
Little Right Much

5 3 1

18. A. Do you feel comfortable having someone
from the school come to your home on Yes-very Undecided No-very
a regular basis? comfortable Uncomfortzbl._

5 4 3 2 1

B. If the answer to A is no, wha, made
you uncomfortable?

l

1

1

19. Does your Oild like having the P.E.
and/or the ',teacher come home and visit Yes Undecided No
with you?

20. A. Are the tasks suited to your child?
(i.e. too easy, too difficult)

I ("3

5 ..,

Too
easy

A4 3

Just
Right

2 ,

5 4 3 2 ,

1

Too

difficult
1

4



B. Does the P. E. attempt to make the tasks
fit your child?

C. Did the P.E. ever ask you to role -play

back a task?

How did you feel about this?

tby:

D. Are the tasks of value to your child?

If no, how shculd the tasks be changed
in order to make them of more value to
your child?

E. Does your child like the tasks?

Yes Undecided No

5

Yes

4 3

Undecided

2 1

No

5

Yes

4 3

Undecided

2 1

No

5 4 3 2 1

Yes Undecided No - Not

very at all

Much
5 4 3 2 1

, 1

.! N. -1 \\
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F. If you have any other children,

have the other children in your family

been affected by the tasks in any way?

Please explain how:

How old are thlse children?

21. A part from the tasks, what do you and

the P.E. talk about that you consider

valuable?

22. A. Did you make suggestions to your P. E.?

Yes Undecided No

s 4 3 2 li

Undecided Yes very Some-1 Hardly No - Not

often times ever at all

S 4 3 2 1

If your answer to A is yes, then answer P, & C.

B. What kind of suggestions did you make?

4



/
1
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C. Do you know if your suggestions were
followed up?

III
23. A. Are you learning more about your

child from the P.E. and the teacher?

B. If the answer to A is yes, what are
you learning?

1

24. Have the hone visits affected the way
in which you teach things to your child?
Please explain: S 4 3 2

.25

Yes Undecided No

5

Yes

4 3

Uncertain

2 1

No

5

Yes

4 3

Undecided

2 1

.

No

The reasons for having hone visitors work
in the classroom arc:

1. To give each child more
attention

2. To give the Parent Educator
information about the child
when talking to the parents. 4

/
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A. Are these good reasons to you? Yes ilndccicicd Na
5 4 3 2 1

B. Should the Parent Educator work Yes Undecided No
part-time in the classroom with
the teacher? 5 4 3 2 1

C. If the parent says no to either
A or B ask them what they would
change to make the nrogran more
meaningful to them.

26. A. Did you ever go to the classroom?

Specific Answer:

If the answer to (A) is Yes: Answer
B through D. ( and 11.

If the answ to A

1

,

is no, answer E
through H.

B. What did you do Olen you went to the
class?

C. Did you feel accepted by the teacher
in the classroom?

Undecided Yes, Yes, No
Often Sometimes Never

4 3 2

Yes- Undecided No-Not
very much at
accepted all

5 4 3 2

7
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D. Did you feel accepted by the P.E.
in the classroom?

E.

If the answer to A is no, Answer E,F,
G, H.

Why didn't visit the classrnom?

I. Working-didn't have time.
2. Not invited
3. Young children at home
4. Transportation problem
S. Other:

F. Did you contribute anything to the
class even though you didn't visit
the classroom?

If the answer to A is yes, Answer G F, H.

G. Did you ever work with the children
in the program?

H. If the answer to G is yes, how often?
Specific ansiser:

27. As a result of the teacher and parent
educator visiting with you and you
with them, does the school have a
better understanding of your child S 4 3 2 1

IIIas a learner?

Yes-

very much
accepted

Undecided No-Not

Accepted

4

Yes

3

Undecided

2 1

No

S 4

Yes

3

Undecided

2 1

No

4

Undecided

3 2

Often Some-

timPs

1

Never

4

Yes

3

Undecided

2 1

No

t 7 g
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28. A. Should the school and the home work Yes Uncertain No
together in the education of your
child and other children? 5 4 3 2

B. Can you tell me why you feel that
way? Please explain,

29. A. Has the program helped you as a parent
better understand what the school expects
of your child in the academic areas
(reading, Mathematics, etc.)?

B. If yes, please expl;-in. If no, why
not?

30. A. Do you consider yourself as a partner
.

with the school in term; of yoor child's
learning?

B. Please elaborate.

fa

Yes Uncertain No

5

Yes

3 2 1

Undecided No

5 4 3 2

4



-17-

3 , A. Do you think there are other ways Yes Undecided

III

No

that parents should be included in
school aside frcri PTA, .,:orking in S 4 3 2 1

classrooms, and serving as class

mothers?

B. Khat othe, .--4VF do you think parents

should be included in schools'

32. A. here you notified in advance about
Follow Through PAC meetings?

B. Did you attend *hese Pac meetings?

C. If the answer to B is yes, how many
meetings did ou attend?

D. If the answer to B is yes, were the
meetings of value to you'

E. In what ways did your PE encourage
you to attend these meetings?

Yes Undecided No

4 3 2 1

Yes Yes No-Not

Undecided Often Sometimes At All

4 3 2 1

Yes-of Undecided No-No

tremendous value

value at all

5 4 3 2 -714



F. Did the parents have a voice in how Yes Undecided
the program operates at these PAC
meetings? 5 4 3 2

G. If the answer to F is yes, in what
ways did the parents have a 'roice
in how the program opqTates:

H. Did you attend any parent meetings other Yes Undecided No
than PAC meetings?

I. If the answer to H is yes, what other
parent meetings did you attend?

33. If there is anything else on which you
wish to comment, please state.

5 4 3 2
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William F. Brel,cgcl, Co-D,recor
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INSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT
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Alan Co Her
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university of fiorido
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PROJECT FOLLOW THROUGH

April 16, 1974

Dear

The Institute for Development of Human Resources at
the University of Florida is attempting to evaluate
the Fnllow Thrmigh Prngrim in ynnr COmmMnity,

Since your child is involved in this program, we are
interested in get-Ling your feeling about the prygram.

You have been randomly selected as one of 60 parents
from a total group of 759 parents to be interviewed.
One of our interviewers will be coming to your home
during the week of May 5 to May 12. This interview
will be scheduled in place of your regularly scheduled
home visit and will take no longer than 30 minutes and,
of course, will be confidential.

Thank you very much for your time and cooperation in
this matter and we lock forward to talking with you
at that time.

WFB/vp

I 9
.

Sincerely,

William F. Rreivogel

Co-Director
University of Florida Follow

Through Program

In ctoapaition *oh Rclirno, d, V.fg.n,a, Plidadelph Ptionsylvanio, Jonosboto, A.Lonses, YI 011..0 W00% tiffOrl. FChlonvollo, rlonda, Lac du
Fiamiou,W.r;ont.n, FOMpO, F tondo, INnnsb.vo, South Carolina, Chattanooga, FryrS1111, Lowtencbwrg, Ind.ano. t101.1.0n, T%011, and 0,
Flwide Educational Riosootch and Dovolopoutnt Coyncd.
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Art Newman
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Williom F. Breivogel, Ca- Director
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Athol B. Packer
Joe Sheo

Dear

COLLEGEHDF EDUCATION
university of florid°
gainesville, florida - 3261

PROJECT FOLLOW THROUGH

April 16, 1974

The Institute for Development of Human Resources at the
University of vlorida is attempting to evaluate the Follow
Through Program in your community. Since your child
is involved in this program, we are interested in getting
your feeling about the program.

You have been randomly selected as one of 30 parents from
a total group of 243 parents to be interviewed. One of
our interviewers will be coming to your home during the
week of May S to May 12. This interview will be scheduled
in place of your regularly scheduled home visit and will
take no longer than 30 minutes and, of course, will be

INSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT confidential.

OF HUMAN RESOURCES

Alan Coller
Patricio P. Olmsted

Thank you very much for your time and cooperation in this matter
and we look forward to talking with you at that time.

GG/vp

0, t,

Sincerely,

Gordon Greenwood, Senior Co-Director
University of Florida Follow Through

Program

In awototion wish Mehnionfl, Phdclelphis, Ph,sylvage.., Jens;shere, Aausnus, Yohlese, Wesh.nensn, Jeesene.11e, Fier. , Lee 4u

Fleveinhee, OM, Tempo, F 10.4e, M, /0 Seyth Corehne, Chlinteneole, Tennessee, leeeeneelsin R, Inthene. Newton, Tess and the
'Wide Giusationel Retire/eh rid Oeeelepwont Ceeneil.
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Gordon' E. Greenwood, Co-Director
Williar B. Ware,'r-a-nlractor
Hattie Bessent
Ira Jw Gordon
Barry J. Gutnegh
R. /Emile Jester
Jo/in M. Newell
Art Newman

/Rod Webb

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION

William F. Erel.ogel, Co-Director
Don Bernard
Thernu

Mae (Stevie) Hoffman
Simon Johnson
Athol B. Pucker
Joe Shea

INSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT
OF HUMAN RESOURCES

Alan Collrq
Patric.° P. O!msted

r

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
university of florida,
gaincsviile, liori dr: - 3261I

A

PROJECT FoOLLOW THROUGH

April 16, 1974

Dear

Th.! Institute for Development of Ilunan Resources at

the University of Florida is attempting to evaluate
the Follow Through Program in your-community.
We have randkimly selected some parents in your

community to be interviewed regarding their evaluation
of the program. Your name has been chosen as one of the
families to be interviewed if we find it*ILeLeary to
expand our list. The interview will take place during
the week of May 5 to May 12. It will take no longer
than 3.0 nILputeq and tai 11 be schpflo pd in pinre of your
regularly scheduled home visit, and, of course, it will
he confidential.

Thank you very much for your time and cooperation in this
matter and we look forward to talking to you at that time.

GEG/vp

Sincerely,

42t14 A.11-,41-47.21'

Gordon E. Greenwood, Senior Co-Director
University of Florida Follow Through

Program

In *.wow% seth Richmond, Phdadeleh.e Pen.sel.en.o, Jonesbote Athenss, Ylwee Wsls.ngtee Jclasons.11. rlesde, Lee sly
flent. W, . en Pe letsda, WnnsiNoo, South Coelme. Cliestencloge Tennessee, lesesncbs.09, !Miens Mousse.% Issas. and the

fieelsie Eslueetienel Rested., end Development Cootie tl.
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FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION

Gordon E. Greenwood, Co-Director
William B. Ware, Co-Director
Hattie Bessent
Ira J. Gordon
Barry J. Guinagh
R. Emile Jester
John M. Newell
Art Newman
Rod Webb

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION

William F. Breivogel, Co-Director
Don Bernard
Thomas Fillmer
Mae (Stevie) Hoffman
Simon Johoson
Athol B. Packer
Joe Shea

INSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT
OF HUMAN RESOURCES

Alan Col ler
Patricia P. Olmsted

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
university of florida
gainesville, florida 3261.

PROJECT FOLLOW THROUGH

April 17, 1974

Dear

The Institute for Development of Human Resources
at the University of Florida is evaluating the Follow
Through Program in your community. We are sending
four girls to your community to interview a random
sample of parents during the week of May 5 - May 12.
le would appreciate it if you would travel with these
girls to the parent's homes during your regularly
scheduled home visit and allow each girl to administer
a questionnaire at that time.

Enclosed is a list of your parents that have been selected
to be interviewed. The interviewer will be either

Or

and she will be contacting you during the week of May 5 -
May 12 to make further arrangements.

We appreciate your help and cooperation in this matter.
We look forward to seeing you in May.

RRS/vp

Sincerely,

AP6AXAL //ilttec.+

Roberta R. Streit
Assistant to William Breivogel,
CO-Director

University of Florida Follow
Through Program

In amodoocotion with Richmond, Virginia, Philodolhio, Ronnoolvoo,o, jefiethere. Arkonso. Yehimo, Moshinoton, Jcksonvillo, flarid.. Lac du
Wistonsla, Tampa, Florid.. Wamsboro, Stroh Cerohne, Chettenoine, Tartness'.. Lewitneostre, inat.ene, Mowstsn, Tames. Ind *4

flfiteitle Ed icetoilnel Roseorch end Dovoloomont Council.



COLLEGE OF EDUCATIONINSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT university of Florida
gainesville, florid° - 3 2 I

OF HUMAN RESOURCES

4120 Weil Hall

FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION

Gordon E. Greenvfood, Co- Director
William B. Ware, Co-Director
Hattie Bessent
Ira J. Gordon
Barry J. Guinagh
R. Emile Jester
John M. Newell
Art Newman
Rod Webb

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION

William F. Breivogel, Co-Director
Don Bernard
Thomas
Mae (Stevie) Hoffman
Simon Johnson
Athol B. Packer
Joe Shea

INSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT
Of HUMAN RESOURCE

Alan Coller
Patricia P. Olmsted

PROJECT FOLLOW THROUGH

April 17, 1974

Dear

The Institute for Development of Human Resources
at the UniVersity of Florida is evaluating thi Follow
Through Program in your community. We are
sending two girls to your community to interview a
random sample of parents during the week of May 5 - May
12. We would appreciate it if you would travel with
these girls to the parent's homes during your regularly
scheduled home visit and allow each girl to administer
a questionnaire at that time.

Enclosed is a list of your 2arents that have been selected
to be interviewed. The interviewer will be either

or
and she will be contacting you during the week of May 5 -

May 12 to make further arrangements.

We appreciate your help and cooperation in this matter.
We look forward to seeing you in May.

ItRS/vp

Sincerely,

ail-ect to cf-
Roberta R. Streit
Assistant to Gordon E. Greenwood,
Senior Co-Director

University of Florida Follow
Through-O-rog-tpm

ceeperellon with Riclintend, V.rom., Phdodelet, Pennsolven.40, Jonsma, Arienses, Yelgone, ttstmniten, Jecisonvdle, Flo1,41e, Lc dv
lendleau, Wi ,n, Tamps, Flodo, VtonnsImo, South Crafohn, Chetteneepe, Tennessee, LemtencMod, Iniwno, Mnvoton, To , end the

Fief WO I/V(01100,1 Rserch end Development Coone.1



INSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT
OF HUMAN RESOURCES

520 Weil Hall

FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION

Gordon E. Greenwood, Co-Director
William B. Ware, Co-Director
HOMO Bessent
Ira J. Gordon
Barry J. Guinagh
R. Emile Jester
John M. Newell
Art Newman
Rod Webb

EARLY CHILDhOOD EDUCATION

William F. Breivogel, Co-Director
Don Bernard
Thomas Fillmer
Mae (Stevie) Hoffman
Simon Johnson
Athol B. Packer
Joe Shea

INSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT
OF HUMAN RESOURCES

Alan Coller
Patricia P. Olmsted

COLLEGE Or EDUCATION
university of florida
gainesville, florida - 32611

PROJECT FOLLOW THROUGH

May 12, 1974

Dear Follow Through Parent:

As you know from an earlier contact, the Institute
for Development of Human Resources at the University
of Florida is evaluating the Follow Through Program
in your community. My name is

and I have been chosen to interview
you and provide you with a chance to evaluate this
program. The questionnaire I will be using will be
kept completely confidential and your name will not
be used with the data collected.

The Institute for Development of Human Resources has
also provided an additional form for you to fill out
if you have any further comments to make about the
Follow Through Program after this interview takes place.
An envelope addressed to the Institute for Development
of Human Resources in Gainesville, Florida, is also
enclosed for your convenience. The Institute hopes ou
will feel free to comment on this sheet.

The Institute for Development of Human Rescurces ap-
preciates your full cooperation in this matter.

Since.ely,

Representative for
Gordon E. Greenwood, Senior

Co-Director
University of Florida Follow

Through Program

GEG/vp
Enclosure

1,1 seesrmion with Richmond, V,y nw, Philadelphia, Ponnoolconio, hinoslioro, Athonsos, Ysi ae, Moohiooton, Um do

Plaaboal, WI In, Temp, Flow's Winnome, Seloh Comiono, Chantey's.. Tennocoico,, lownincoom., indiono. Novato% Tees., end the

Plaids IlAnistionol Roswell soul Ds. Oilman. Council.
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Gordon E. Greenwood, Co-Director
William B. Ware, Cc-Director
Hattie Bessent
Ira J. Gordon
Barr-, J. G,.;:r..7.9h

R. Emile Jester
John M. Newell
Art Newman
Rod Webb

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION

William F. Bretvogel, Ca-Director
Don Bernard
Thomas Filirrer
Mae/(Stele) Hoiimci

- '
Athol B. Packer
Joe Shea

INSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT
OF HUMAN RESOURCES

Alan Col ler
Patricia P. Olmsted

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
university of florida
9 :Hie-, floridG - 32611

PROJECT FOLLOW THROUGH

Dear Follow Through Parent:

Please feel free to make any additional comments
you might have regarding the Follow Through Program
on this form. An envelope addressed to the Institute
for the Development of Human Resources is enclosed
f^r yo-r zonvni:.nze in mulling 1-his .0 Gainesville,
Florida.

Thank you once again for
your cooperation.

Other comme.ts I wish to make:

In Cooprohon .11k alchn,c, 4, V" 1,1a Phdodipboa Non ylvon.., JonO0'0, 'h."" Y" n.n W,0'."4..n Jo, r t

Flombau, WI' Topn f ,,,s00,0 SPUrh C qrolmu, ( hot,cloopo erv. s 111 . 14, f/ogd ft.*,

FlOfida rdw-olowtol Nsarch and Develop no.0 ( owt, ol II t
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APPENDIX D

Tables of Means, Standard Deviations and Gains
for Individual Commu,lities by Grade Level

for the IFMI Results



Center: K Grade K

Qualified Children

(nr-37)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

X 61.65 48.19 37.97 59.78 43.97

Pretest

s 9.171 9.50 7.60 10.10 7.98

X 60.92 49.32 37.89 59.00 45.59

Postest

s 11.62 9.50 6.97 12.64 7.82

Gain -0.73 1.13 -0.08 -0.78 1.62

Non Qualified Children
(n=15)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

i 62.80 50.47 39.47 60.33 44.40

s 8.95' 7.57 4.97 8.66 8.87

Postest

X 63.80 50.00 40.33 62.07 46.60

s 7.62 7.92 5.74 7.78 6.60

Gain 1.00. -0.47 0.86 1.74 2.20

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic



Center: L Grade K

Qualified Children
(n =21)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

X 53.52 46.71 37.04 52.19 41.23

Pretest

s 10.67 8.92 6.74 11.64 7.01

X 68.85 55.76 43.23 66.42 50.57

Postest

s 6.48 6.46 3.76 8.20 4.29

Gain 1.33 9.05 6.19 14.23 9.34

Non Qualified Children

(n=4)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

x 58.00 44.25 35.00 52.75 42.50

Pretest

s 2.16 3.59 3.65 4.99 5.97

65.25 50.50 40.00 63.25 46.75

Postest

s 8.26 9.98 8.28 9.94 8.65

Gain 7.25. 6.25 5.00 10.50 4.25

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer ti 4) Academic



Center: L Grade I

Qualified Children
(n=11)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

X 62.54 52.18 40.00 58.90 49.09

Pretest

s 10.25 9.88 4.97 10.70 5.80

X 68.36 55.18 42.54 66.72 52.36

Postest

s 4.20 4.04 3.90 6.81 2.83

Gain 5.82 3.00 2.54 7.82 3.27

Non Qualified Children
(n=3)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

x 65.33 53.33 41.33 61.66 47.66

Pretest

s 2.51 4.16 3.21 5.13 3.78

X 68.66 57.66 46.33 66.66 48.66

Postest

s 6.50 3.05 1.S2 7.63 6.50

Gain 3.33. 4.33 5.00 5.00 1.00

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer
t4 $

4) Academic



Center: L Grade 2

Qualified Children
(n=9)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5 1

X 66.33 53.11 41.77 62.33 48.66

Pretest

s 6.08 6.60 4.08 6.83 6.28

X 67.88 55.00 42.22 65.88 50.11

Postest

s 6.15 4.76 3.41 4.04 4.19

Gain 1.55 1.99 0.45 3.55 1.45

Non Qualified Children
(n=1)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

?retest

X 68.0 57.0 44.0 69.0 48.0

0 0 0 0 0

Postest

X 69.0 55.0 45.0 72.0 49.0

s 0 0 0 0 0

Gain 1.0 . -2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0

1) General Adequacy 3) Te,cher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer Sc 4) Academic



Center: L Grade 3

Qualified Children
(n =25)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

X 67.92 54.64 42.08 65.12 50.56

Pretest

7.22 6.77 5.51 9.41 5.13

68.04 55.40 42.16 66.56 50.88

Postest

6.76 4.52 4.06 7.89 4.89

Gain 0.12 0.76 0.08 1.44 0.32

Non Qualified Children
(n=4)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

X 66.25 50.75 38.25 65.00 51.25

s 7.27 8.53 8.18 8.48 3.50

Postest

x 65.25 54.50 41.25 62.50 49.75

s 3.09 1.91 3.59 6.60 2.50

Gain -1.00. 3.75 3.00 -2.50 -1.50

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer .1 .1 r

4.)

4) Academic



Center: M Grade 1

Qualified Children
(n =18)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

X 59.38 49.00 37.72 55,55 45.05

Pretest -

S 9.72 7.51 5.70 10.83 6.81

X 58.83 48.72 37.50 58.05 44.88

Postest

s 10.26 9.77 8.31 12.14 9.24

Gain -0.55 -0.28 -0.22 2.50 -0.17

Non Qualified Childrea
(n=9)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

X 60.11 49.11 39.55 56.00 46.44

Pretest

S 7.23 9.08 6.93 7.79 7.60

X 62.33 52.11 38.66 59.22 47.44

Postest

S 4.55 3.78 2.29 4.71 4.53

Gain 2.22. 3.00 -0.89 3.22 1.00

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic



Center: N Grade K

Qualified Childr'
(n=32)

Scale

1

1 2 3 4 5

X 65.56 53.90 41.50 65.00 47.71

Pretest

s 13.66 11.31 7.90 14.05 10.19

X 68.21 55.46 42.81 65.21 49.93

Postest

5.93 6.63 4.36 3.47 5.92

Cain 2.65 1.56 1.31 0.21 2.22

Non Qualified Children
(n=24)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

x 66.66 55.87 41.54 67.20 49.83

5 10.12 7.64 6.71 8.88 8.24

Postest

X 67.70 56.20 43.70 65.87 50.50

s 5.82 5.18 3.35 7.26 4.98

Gain 1.04. 0.33 2.16 -1.33 0.67

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer

; ; 1 ")

4) Academic



Center: N Grade 1

Qualified Children
(n=31)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

X 62.06 50.87 41.35 60.09 45.29

Pretest

s 11.39 10.52 5.63 11.66 9.20

X 63.35 52.54 39.96 59.54 46.12

Postest

8.26 6.73 5.80 10.24 6.65

Gain 1.29 1.67 -1.39 -0.55 0.83

Non Qualified Children
(n=22)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

61.72 51.36 41.81 58.68 46.59

Pretest

9.617 7.85 4.92 11.57 7.50

64.54 53.13 40.81 60.54 47.31

Postest

7.12 5.51 4.62 9.99 5.48

Gain 2.82. 1.77 -1.00 1.86 0.72

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic



Center: Grade

Qualified Children
(n.28)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

X 65.03 54.82 41.78 62.82 50.89

Pretest

8.53 5.74 4.53 8.46 4.58

X 65.67 54.21 41.42 61.89 48.78

Postest

s 6.88 6.05 3.93 8.04 4.77

Gain 0.64 -0.61 -0.36 -0.93 -2.11

Non Qualified Children
(n=33)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

X 66.51 54.87 42.96 64.90 49.54

s 5.84 4.70

_,

3.45 7.05 4.85

Postest

21

----

65.90 53.96 41.36 63.18 48.39

S 4.64 5.64 4.25 6.53 4.19

Gain -0.61. -0.91 -1.60 -1.72 -1,15

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic



Center:

Qualified Childrcr.
(n =27)

Scale

2 3 4 5

Pretest

64.48 53,11 40.70 61.88 46.-0

7.33 5.97 6.13 8.36 5.80

Postest

x 64.14 52.40 39.74 62.29 47.03

6.84 6.10 5.90 6.93 5.65

Gain -0.34 -0.71 -0.96 0.41 0.33

Non Qualified Children
(n =31)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

65.16 54.48 40.93 62.54 48.35

Pretest

S 5.88 5.15 4.67 6.72 5.18

62.90 52.93 39.58 61.35 47.32

Postest

7.38 5.67 5.39 7.41 5.16

Gain -2.26. -1.55 -1.35 -1.19 -1.03

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic



Center: 0 Grade K

Qualified Children
(n=156)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

ic 62.11 51.55 39.26 60.54 45.82

Pretest

S 11.06 9.22 6.79 10.18 7.81

X 63x.17 52.41 39.60 60.60 46.93

Postest

S 10.47 8.75 6.50 10.55 7.42

Gain 1.06 0.86 0.34 0.06 1.11

Non Qualified Children
(n=44)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

X 61.00 49.84 38.72 58.09 44.59

S 9.38 8.62 6..,3 9.59 8.06

Postest

X 63.56 52.20
1

40.27 60.95 46.90

S 8.58 7.41 5.97 9.39 6.51

Gain 2.56. 2.36 1.55 2.83 2.31

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer e 4) Academic



Center: 0

Qualified Children

in.185)

Scale

Grade 1

1 2 3 4 5

X 64.45 53.03 40.88 63.11 48.17

Pretest

s 9.26 7.16 5.70 9.59 6.30

X 63.80 53.00 40.98 62.50 47.91

Postest

10.84 8.55 6.49 11.07 7.99

Gain -0.65 -0.03 -0.10 -0.61 -0.26 I

Non Qualified Children
(n.34)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

x 58.05 48.32 36.76 56.U8 42.91

Pretest

s 16.55 11.12 9.48 15.51 11.26

63.94 52.14 39.73 62.61 47.76

Postest

s 10.16 7.67 6.85 8.59 6.80

Gain 5.89. 3.82 2.97 6.53 4.85

l' General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic



I

Center: 0 Grade 2

Qualified Children
(n=183)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

X 65.53 53.68 41.98 64.63 49.00

Pretest

s 7.75 7.07 5.49 8.56. 5.51

X 63.30 51.66 40.85 61.61 48.42

Postest

S 8.21 7.52 5.07 8.89 5.41

Gain -2.23 -2.02 -1.13 -3.02 -0.58

Non Qualified Children
(n=60)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

X 65.41 53.56 41.90 63.80 48.60

Pretest

s 8.44 6.26 5.18 8.83 5.01

i 64.85 52.70 41.38 62.60 48.88

Postest

s 7.51 5.77 4.75 8.49 3.93

Gain -0.56 -0.86 -0.52 -1.20 0.28

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer )
i 4 J

4) Academic



Center: 0 Grade 3

Qualified Children
(n=175)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

X 63.66 52.42 40.62 62.24 48.53

Pretest

s 7.42 5.62 4.92 7.76. 4.86

X 61.09 50.34 38.90 60.06 46.45

Postest

s 10.42 8.37 6.87 10.30 8.17

Gain -2.57 -2.08 -1.72 -2.18 -2.08

Non Qualified Children

(n=40)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

X 65.05 53.15 42.05 62.90 49.15

Pretest

s 6.76 5.13 3.52 7.26 4.00

X 63.75 52.00 41.15 61.80 47.52

Postest

s 7.71 6.08 4.37 8.41 5.32

Gain -1.30' -1.15 -0.90 -1.10 -1.63

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic



Center: P

Qualified Children

(n=18)

Scale

Grade 1

1 2 3 4 5

X 64.22 55.22 42.72 59.72 49.50

Pretest ----

S 7.03 4.85 3.48 8.42 5.32

X 65.50 53.94 42.72 61.89 47.78
...

Postest

s 7.85 5.98 3.75 10.60 5.80

Gain 1.28 -1.28 0.0 2.17 -1.72

Non Qualified Children

(n =16)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

X 65.00 57.38 41.75 61.00 50.56

Pretest

s 7.54 6.65 6.89 6.96 5.67

X 63.00 51.94 39.69 60.13 47.25

Postest

7.35 5.89 5.06 8.91 4.96

Gain -2.00 -5.44 -2.06 -0.87 -3.31

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic



Center: P Grade 2

Qualified Children

(n=27)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest.

x 63.41 52.33 40.56 60.70 47.44

s 7.19 5.92 3.68 7.67 5.14

Postest

i 63.52 51.93 40.81 59.96 47.59

s 8.15 7.07 4.33 9.65 5.88

Gain 0.11 -0.40 0.25 -0.74 0.15

Pretest

Postest

Gain

Non Qualified Children

(n=16)

Scale

--- ._

1 2 3 4 5

65.44 53.94 42.00 62.31 49.13

5.54 4.73 3.23 7.25 4.38

63.25 53.25 40.00 53.50 47.38

5.56 4.30 4.50 7.92 4.83

-2.19. -0.69 -2.00 -3.81 -1.75

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) 7hysical

2) Peer
'4 1 ! !

4) Academic



Center: p Grade 3

Qualified Children

(n=26)

Scale

1 2 3 4 S

Pretest

X 63.04 52.00 40.58 59.23 46.62

s 6.86 5.31 6.11 7.93

_-

4.25

Postest

X 60.50 50.92 37.50 57.92 45.77

s 8.32 4.96 5.63 8.29 5.15

Gain -2.54 -1.08 -3.08 -1.31 -0.85

Non Qualified Children

(n=22)

Scale

1 2 3 4

X 63.09 52.73 39.86 60.77 46.95

Pretest

8.12 6.13 5.96 8.04 5.83

X 60.14 49.95 37.32 58.41 44.32

Postest

$ 7.84 6.34 5.26 7.24 5.05

Gain -2.95' -2.78 -2.54 -2.36 -2.63

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer
"

4) Academic



Center: Q Grade K

Qualified Children

(n=31)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

X 62.22 53.35 39.58 59.06 46.00

Prtes,

s 9.07 6.98 5.80 10.62 7.60

X 59.09 49.48 36.16 58.00 44.90

Postest

s 10.59 8.28 7.52 10.48 8.48

Gain -3.13 -3.87 -3.42 -1.06 -1.10

Non Qualified Children

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

i

s

Postest

i

s

Gain

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher - School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic



Center:

Qualified Children

(n.45)

Scale

R Grade K

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

X
57.47 48.91 37.40 54.58 43.22

s
12.44 9.56 7.53 12.85. 8.57

Postest

X
57.31 46.76 36.51 55.62 43.02

s
12.95 10.25 7.70 11.72 8.52

Gain
-0.16 -2.15 -0.89 1.04 -0.20

Non Qualified Children

(n.19)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

X 56.63 44.37 35.63 52.16 42.68

Pretest

s
14.37 11.82 7.44 13.65 11.17

X 56.68 47.26 37.74 55.42 14.63

Postest

s 11.89 10.89 8.47 13.49 7.93

Gain 0.0S 2.89 2.11 3.26 1.95

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer ; 1 4) Academic



Center:R Grade 1

Qualified Children

(n=11)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

i
56.55 47.73 37.09 56.64 40.55

Pretest

S 12.25 9.68 6.16 10.29 10.08

X 67.27 55.73 43.00
,-,

64.73 49.09

Postest

s
5.61 4.17 3.29 4.50 4.32

Gain 10.72 8.00 5.91 8.09 8.54

Non Qualified Children

(n=14)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

1

i 64.36 52.00 41.50 60.07 46.21

-Pretest

S 10.81 6,93 6.26 12.52 6.65

X 65.57 53.36 40.86 59.57 18.71

Postest

s 6.56 4.33 5.05 8.28 4.56

Gain 1.21 1.36 -0.64 -0.50 2.:7,0

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic



Center: R Grade 2

Qualified Children
(n=24)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest
65.04 54.00 11.71 63.04 49.29

7.89 6.33 4.29 7.42- 5.13

Postest
63.38 51.54 39.04 62.71 48.38

5.98 5.73 6.36 6.88 3.77

Gain
-1.66 -2.46 -2.67 -0.33 -0.91

Non Qualified Children

(n=12)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

X
61.75 51.17 40.25 60.92 44.67

8.70 5.25 4.54 9.86 6.93

Postest

X 63.50 51.92 38.33 61.33 49.6

3.18 2.78 5.60 4.48 2.27

Gain 1.-',- 0,-5 -1.92 0.11 5.00

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic



Center: R

Qualified Children

(n.36)

Scale

Grade 3

1 2 3 4 5

62.94 51.83 40.67 60.47 48.19

Pretest

6.93 5.81 4.65 7.59. 5.67

63.08 50.86 39.17 61.28 47.50

Postest

5 5.67 5.61 5.44 5.69 4.84

Gain 0.14 -0.97 -1.50 0.81 -0.69

Non Qualified Children

(n=18)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

x
62.28 52.11 40.33 59.83 47.67

s

-r

7.37 5.72 3.63
-,

8.05 4.79

Postest

X 64.22 52.00 39.83 61.94 47.72

7.03 6.78 6.15 7.18 5.39

Gain
1.94' -0.11 -0.50 2.11 0.05

1) General Adequacy

2) Peer

3) Teacher-School 5j Physical

4) Academic

L.



Center: S Grade 1

Qualified Children

(n=177)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

X
57.81 47.18 37.56 56.05 42.87

Pretest

12.26 10.35 8.01 12.69 8.90

X 61.31 49.31 39.69 59.17- 45.23

Postest

10.62 8.89 6.74 11.30 8.42

Gain 3.50 2.13 2.13 3.12 2.36

Non Qualified Children

(n=47)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

X 63.59 52.00 40.63 61.17 46.63
Pretest

s 10.93 9.55 6.60 11.61 8.32

X 64.25 53.48 41.89 63.59 48.74

Postest

s
8.93 7.63 4.35 9.92 6.08

Gain 0.66 1.18 1.26 2.42 2.11

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic



Center: S t,rade 2

Qualified Children

(n=161)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

64.32 52.24 41.04 63.06 48.12

Pretest

9.83 8.04 6.13 10.61 6.98

64.63 52.41 41.80 63.65- 47.99

Postest

s 8.18 7.19 4.51 9.19 6.06

Gain 0.31 0.17 0.76 0.59 -0.13

Non Qualified Children

(n=45)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

66.22 53.04 42.06 65.66 47.86

7.23 7.84 4.77 8.04 7.75

Postest

66.86 55.15 42.15 65.08 50.33

6.75 5.23 5.24 7.83 4.19

Gain
0.64- 2.11 0.09 -0.58 2.47

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic



Center: S

Qualified Children

(n=140)

Scale

Grade 3

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

x
64.b9 53.20 41.77 64.06 48.32

-

s 6.92 5.90 4.79 7.17 4.94

Postest

i
64.02 52.72 41.06 63.17 48.67\

7.51 5.99 4.90 7.51 4.86

Gain -0.67 -0.48 -0.71 -0.89 0.35

Non Qualified Children

(n=75)

Scale

4 5

Pre. ,t

63.32 53.20 41.93 64.09 48.02

7.17 5.58 4.04 7.40 5.87

Postest

65.04 53.64 41.77 63.32 48.64

$
6.83 5.48 4.07 7.16 4.98

Gain
1.72 0.44 -0.16 -0.77 0.62

1) Gmleral Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer

1 clp

p^)

4) Academic



Center: T Grade 1

Qualified Children

(n=17)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

59.82 46.53 38.00 56.00 43.47

10.38 9.70 10.48 7.95

Postest

64.47 51.11 39.41 60.76 47.06,

8.91 9.00 8.85 8.64 7.58

Gain .;.65 4.53 1.41 4.76 3.39

Non Qualified Children

(n=17)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

Pretest

64.53 55.41 41.82 62.82 48.76

8.47 5.20 4.11 9.24 1,23

Postest

X
66.23 55.76 12.21 61.03 !-,0,70

7,14 5.04 4.76 6.71 1.10

Gain 1,70 0.35 0.42 1.83 1.94

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic



Center: T

Qualified Children

(n=36)

Scale

Grade 2

1 2 3 4 5

65.17 52.'S 40.58 62.92 48.28
Pretest

5.02 5.39 4.22 6.30 4.19

65.42 53.58 41.22 64.19 49.47
Postest

6.04 5.29 4.03 6.58 3.38

Gain
0.25 1.30 0.64 1.27 1.19

Non Qualified Children

(n=26)

Scale

1 2 3 4

Pretest

65.69 53.65 40.07 63.84 49.04

7.39 6.25 6.06 8.14 5.76

Postest

68.23 55.77 41.88 66.08 50.04

5.89 5.36 3.97 5.90 4.51

Gain
2.54 2.12 1.81 2.24 1.00

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic

5



Center: T Grade 3

Qualifier) Children

(n=20)

Scale

1 3 4 5

59.05 50.25 38.25 56.80 45.30
Pretest .

6.98 5.05 4.51 7.44 4.09

64.40 52.70 40.45 61.50 48.85
Postest

6.79 5.73 3.73 8.19 3.94

Gain
5.35 2.45 2.20 4.70 3.55

Non Qualified Children

(n=22)

Scale

1 2 3 4 5

i
65.18 52.64 39.91 62.54 47.68

Pretest

5.92 5.37 4.59 5.70 4.06

X
65.13 52.77 39.95 63.04 49.00

Postest

7.12 5.23 5.66 6.52 2.88

Cain
-0.05- 0.13 0.04 0.50 1.32

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic



APPENDIX E



Center L

1973-74 Average Use of a Home

CLASS TOTAL TASKS

Learning Task by Classroom

DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/
TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS

NUMBER OF CHILDREN
IN CLASSROOM

1 502 30 16.73 27

2 325 26 12.50 27

3 181 34 5.32 25

4 659 43 15.33 32
5 557 32 17.41 25
6 378 29 13.03 27

7 226 21 10.76 28
8 602 41 14.68 26

9 594 45 13.20 24
10 538 34 15.82 28
11 340 29 11.72 27
12 493 37 13.32 31
13 755 32 23.59 31

14 439 30 14.63 31
15 502 30 16.73 30
16 631 30 21.03 30
17 226 23 9.83 28

18 203 20 10.15 29
19 376 30 12.53 30
20 274 24 11.42 30
21 520 30 17.33 29
22 169 17 9.94 28
23 563 36 15.64 26
24 426 28 15.21 25

25 278 26 10.69 24

26 550 33 16.67 28

27 678 33 20.55 28
28 629 33 19.06 32
29 534 37 14.43 26
30 462 37 12.49 24
31 398 28 14.21 26



Center K
1973-74 Average Use of a Home

CLASS TOTAL TASKS

Learning Task by Classroom

DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/
TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS

NUMBER OF CHILDREN
IN CLASSROOM

1 708 78 9.08 34

2 463 94 4.93 30

3 601 95 6.33 45
4 645 84 7.68 36
5 557 59 9.44 31

6 656 131 5.01 35

7 692 86 8.05 37

8 755 75 10.07 32

9 786 73 10.77 33

10 367 107 3.43 13

11 678 106 6.40 37

12 622 60 10.37 37

13 611 78 7.83 34

14 586 52 11.27 28

15 680 119 5.71 36

16 832 130 6.40 31
17 735 81 9.07 30

18 590 94 6.28 33

19 776 96 8.08 35

20 923 72 12.82 40
21 753 80 9.41 38

22 875 57 15.35 35

23 608 90 6.76 34

24 665 70 9.50 36

25 91 44 2.07 06

26 95 31 3.06 09

27 142 51 2.78 07

28 684 76 9.00 29

29 633 68 9.31 36

30 470 82 5.73 39
31 561 82 6.84 32

32 503 97 5.19 31

33 560 111 5.05 33

34 S65 90 6.28 32

35 612 68 9.00 35

36 839 81 10.36 32

37 S48 58 9.45 26

1



Center M

CLASS

1973-74 Average Use or a Home
Learning 'Task by Classroom

DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/
TOTAL TASKS TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS

NUMBER OF CHTLDREN
IN CLASSROOM

1 799 89 8.98 31

2 860 70 12.29 31

3 870 51 17.06 30
4 570 67 8.51 28

5 719 55 13.07 29

6 674 49 13.76 29

7 587 54 10.87 28

8 568 49 11.59 24

9 566 31 18.26 25

10 508 38 13.37 24

11 574 40 14.35 24

12 378 32 11.81 24

13 602 37 16.27 30

14 680 39 17.44 29

15 901 46 19.59 29

16 482 52 9.27 28

17 460 35 13.14 29

18 841 55 15.29 29

19 493 45 10.96 28

20 708 48 14.75 31

21 559 30 18.63 28

22 605 44 13.75 28

1 ri



Center N

CLASS

1973-74 Average Use of a Home
Learning Task by Classroom

DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/

TOTAL TASKS TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS
NUMBER OF CHILDREN

IN CLASSROOM

1 299 47 6.36 25

2 261 47 5.55 30

3 416 39 10.67 25

4 434 45 9.64 31

5 385 40 9.63 29

6 351 44 7.98 27

7 449 28 16.04 28

8 290 37 7.84 28

9 340 31 10.97 22

10 421 34 12.38 24

11 269 24 11.21 23

12 247 39 6.33



Center 0

1973-74 Average Use of a Home
Learning Task by Classroom

CLASS TOTAL TASKS
DIFFERENT
TASKS

TOTAL TASKS/
DIFFERENT TASKS

NUMBER OF CHILDREN
IN CLASSROOM

1 596 72 8.28 28 \
2 945 93 10.16 35

3 828 56 14.79 36
4 694 48 14.46 30
5 617 49 12.59 30
6 633 41 15.44 40
7 693 83 8.35 30
8 727 35 20.77 35
9 716 48 14.92 29

10 793 38 20.87 37
11 492 30 16.40 32

12 839 39 21.51 30
13 512 28 18.29 74
14 681 40 17.02 27
15 692 58 11.93 35
16 757 80 9.46 32
17 524 85 6.16 26
18 632 59 10.71 25
19 607 73 8.32 24

20 569 89 6.39 23
21 405 50 8.10 25
22 360 56 6.43 25
23 315 34 9.26 30
24 554 68 8.15 29
25 759 73 10.40 32
26 498 47 10.60 34
27 433 62 6.98 24

28 670 61 10.98 27

29 426 61 6.98 25

30 435 69 6.30 25
31 458 64 7.16 30

32 5S7 102 5.46 32

33 626 50 12.52 33
34 511 46 11.11 32
35 728 49 14.86 33

36 776 48 16.17 33
37 585 61 9.59 :;(,

38 625 88 7.10 3.',

39 464 54 8.39 ;4



Center P

CLASS

1973-74 Average Use of a Home
Learning Task by Classroom

DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/
TOTAL TASKS TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS

NUMBER OF CHILDREN
IN CLASSROOM

1 405 57 7.11 26

2 611 73 8.37 26

3 558 98 5.69 23

4 389 73 5.33 21

5 378 82 4.61 20

6 S13 99 5.18 18

7 460 80 5.75 25

8 516 126 4.10 26

9 554 48 11.54 28

10 288 59 4.88 26

11 464 62 7.48 22

12 378 65 5.82 25

13 468 43 10.88 27

14 673 118 5.70 34

15 662 95 6.97 35

16 600 93 6.45 36

17 498 97 5.13 27

18 393 59 6.66 31

19 379 46 8.24 30



Center 0

CLASS

1973-74 Average Use of a Home
Learning Task by Classroom

DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/
TOTAL TASKS TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS

NUMBER OF CHILDREN
IN CLASSROOM

1 433 56 7.73 24

2 560 53 10.57 25

3 647 32 20.22 25

4 483 46 10.50 24

5 634 27 23.48 37

6 606 60 10.10 23
7 665 48 13.85 26

8 578 46 12.57 23

9 476 35 13.60 34

10 588 38 15.47 36

11 627 41 15.29 31

12 599 43 13.93 31

13 468 27 17.33 34
14 230 23 10.00 14

15 329 46 7.15 28

16 295 35 8.43 28
17 114 28 4.07 44
18 201 35 5.74 46
19 228 19 12.00 44
20 78 30 2.60 14



Center R

CLASS

1973-74 Average Use of a Home
Learning Task by Classroom,

DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/

TOTAL TASKS TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS

NUMBER OF CHILDREN
IN CLASSROOM

1 858 55 15.60 30

2 719 58 12.40 41

3 697 63 11.06 38

4 451 29 15.55 29

5 201 40 5.02 24

6 766 48 15.96 33

7 486 33 14.73 29

8 738 42 17.57 29

9 402 41 9.80 32

10 350 41 8.54 31

11 375 50 7.50 29

12 414 43 9.63 31

13 467 58 8.05 30

14 375 29 12.93 23

15 860 49 17.55 31

16 423 35 12.09 29

17 607 29 20.93 33

18 182 26 7.00 29

19 487 38 12.82 27

20 154 30 5.13 30

21 659 46 14.33 30

22 656 47 13.96 27

23 256 92 2.78 25

24 510 48 10.63 33

25 256 40 6.40 32

26 604 62 9.74 40

27 655 35 18.71 26

28 342 39 8.77 28

29 825 59 13.98 27

30 695 56 12.41 25

31 279 42 6.64 29

32 536 SO 10.72 29

33 702 48 14.63 30

34 328 29 11.31 31

3S 587 54 10.87 26

36 400 36 11.11 31

37 577 87 0.63 24

38 346 50 6.92 25



Center S

CLASS

1973-74 Average Use of a Home
Learning Task I)), Classroom

DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/

TOTAL TASKS TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS
NUMBER OF CHILDREN

IN CLASSROOM

1 539 97 5.56 28

2 661 119 5.60 31

3 533 131 4.07 34

4 590 108 5.46 33

5 552 88 6.27 33

6 853 82 10.40 32

7 843 75 11.24 32

8 773 131 5.90 32

9 802 118 6.80 32

10 748 91 8.22 30

11 823 85 9.68 Z3

12 618 95 6.51 30

13 b21 85 7.31 31

14 611 84 7.27 38

15 675 158 4.27 38

16 632 138 4.58 37

17 562 117 4.80 40

18 554 93 5.96 33

19 633 67 9.45 33

20 564 111 5.08 31

21 529 124 4.27 33

22 743 61 10.77 37

23 642 107 6.00 42

24 605 86 7.03 34

25 656 131 5.01 37

26 605 138 4.38 33

27 69 49 1.41 08



1973-* , gage Use of a Home

Learril- .sk by Classroom

DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/ NUMBER OF CHILDREN

inru TASKS TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS IN CLASSROOM

274 57 4.81 25

446 65 6.8t, 20

z 328 64 5.13 18

4 391 70 5.59 19 "

461 a 7.68 29

S65 45 12.56 30

516 73 7.07 33

,, b46 98 6.59 37

) 731 44 16.61 35

10 689 47 14.66 39

ii 247 39 6.33 32

:_. 520 51 10.20 35

13 444 54 8.22 33

II 519 66 7.86 35

V", 398 46 8.65 33

16 616 44 14.00 36

439 43 10.21 *...,-,J

283 33 8.58 25

35 37 9.59 27

479 SS S.71 35

21 448 56 8.00 32

537 44 12.20 39

688 40 17.20 33

-:4 501 49 10.22 36

623 66 9.44 34

626 61 10.26 35

571 38 15.03 35

557 58 9.60 37

846 39 21.69 34

577 52 11.10 40

48- 52 9.37 39

844 48 '17.58 39

68 66 10.36 38

39 13.51 39

--,,,2 61 9.21 36

110 39 11.28 25



Center U
1973-74 Average Use of a Home
Learning Task Ey Classroom

CLASS TOIAL TASKS
DIFFEREN1

FASKS

TOTAL TASKS/
DIFFERENT TASKS

NUMBER OF CHILDREN
IN CLASSROOM

1 630 56 11.25 41
-,
.. 360 64 5.63 30
3 481 63 7.63 24

4 449 46 9.76 25

5 270 39 6.92 17

6 324 40 8.10 19
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THESE IN's,FKUCTIONS \ft 10 FL i-.F.D TO itiI PARENT AT THE BEGINNING OF

nil %.111P IflE VillOTAPE MACHINE HAS BEEN TURNED CIN

PECE Instructions

Parent-Child Session

As part of national educational project we are looking at how

Darer*,, oi v,or; with the.r children. Your commune t: has been

selected t3 particiiatc' in this project.

We have scleLted a hook and are asking different parents to read

this boo', with child. There is no right way or wrong way to read

this book with sour child, so lead it with him any way you please.

We are only interested in seeing how you do read with him.

Here 1, a sheet giving suggestions you might use while reading

with your child. You do not have to use these suggestions if you do

not want to. You may also do things not listed on the sheet if you

wish to. You should read the book with your child any way you want to.

Do you have any questions'



7
D.T.B.s
1,2,3,4,5,6 &7

Whistle for Willie

Why? This activity will help your child develop his skills of
listening, speaking, and observing.

What? A story book.

How? 1. Read the book with your childild stopping often to point

at and talk about different things in the pictures.
Get your child to tell you as many things as he can
about the pictures.

2. Talk with your child about things in the book that he
is familiar with, has done himself, also likes, etc.
Encourage him to talk about things or parts in the
book that remind him about something he has, has done,
or would like to do.

3. After you have read the buok, ask your child to tell
you about it.
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APPENDIX U

i.GLND\

The Ylorldi Paicat LduLJT1-n ;)1-0,

Sunner 1,or1-shp

Flagicr Ion
32C,11

July 16-18, 197-i

Group A S*2riat,.- Sciui Re:3,.rcc Perfe:1_:;

Group B Project E,dluition idlist

Monday July 1')

8:30 - 9:00 FLiitrat:on

9:00 10:00 Orient.ttion to i',orl.hop

10:00 10:30 Coffee Brook

10:30 - 12:00 Group A :',ature and porno ,e of

Florida Model cost

analysis of a home visit
program.

Group B PAC issues

12:00 1:30 Lunch

Ira J. Gordon

W. F. Breivogel
Patricia Olmsted
W. B. Ware

G. E. Greenwood
Hattie Bessent
James Bracey

1:30 - 4:30 "Research" evidence on the effective- W. B. Ware
ness of the Florida ':oLdel and pres_nta- W. F. Breivool

tions by resource people on community G. E. Greenwood
impact. Patricia Olmsted

Convention C
2nd Floor

ConventIonB
2nd Floor

Convention C
2nd Floor

Convention C
2nd Floor

8:30 a.m.-5:30 p.m. The Board Roo-1 will be available for 2nd Floor
conferen.le5,

Tuesday-, July 17

9:00 10'0) Pt-:I_: 1-L? (1. F. Groom cod
Institute can FL. ..., i to heft 10,_,A1 B. ire

Discuicri ILJ
to hr celle,-, IP ',II ti-'2

Convention C

2nd tioor
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Tuesda;, J'Ilv 17

10:30 11:30 unity
sessions co ::ceincd v,ith

or expanlInz t,e

11:30 12.00 Dr. Gurdan's fareell -beech to
superintendents and school board
members rho will lea).e in the
afternoon

12:00 1:30 Lunch

1:30 - 2:30 Discussion et Letters of Agrent
and now e'.aluation loins.

2:30 3:30 Meetings with liaison officers
and general consultants

G.E. Greenwood
W.B. Ware

Liaison Officers

Ira J. Gordon

W.B. Ware

W.F. Breivogel

G.E. Greenwood
Patricia Olmsted

Liaison Officers

8:30 a.m.-3:30 p.m. The Board Roor, will be equipped for the
showing of slicles roues brought from
the communities.

Wednesday, Jaly 13

9:00 10:00 EvaLi.ltion Fecdbaci. on no;,

format maximizing data fccdack
for public relations purposes.

10:00 10:30 - Coffee Break

10:30 11:30 - PAC plans for next year.

11:3J - Cl) :11; re7ar;.

Rooms for smal,
Bronp Treetinfls

Captain's iabl;
1st FlaL (1 1

Gold 1.4111/

1st Floor (2
Convention B
2nd Floor (3

Convention C
2nd Floor (2 f

Convention D
2nd Floor (1

Convention C
2nd Floor

Convention C
2nd Floor

Same as the
10:30 a.m.
July 17
meetings

2nd Floor

Patricia Olmsted Convention C
W.B. Wave 2nd Floor
W.F. Breivogel

G.E. Greenwood
Steve Sledjesii.

James Bracey
Hattie Bessent

Ira J. Gordon

Convention C
2nd Floor

Convention C
2nd Flo "r

8:30 p.m. Fhe ho for 2nd Floor
c T :
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Summer iJrEshop

Jack Connor

Nancy Garrett
Gene Horton iiic for
Eunice flook, \.;_,F;tant

John Schaur,r 1 v,i1LJtor

Houston, Tcx.:_,

July 16, 17, 18, 197
66 Total

19 left Tuesday noon

Billie Bessett P:oichologist
Dr. Jerry Pro.tin L-,yehulogint
Dean Damon Sup2rinteni,nt (non-public)
Doris Holley Chaiman
Frank James Evaluator
Joe Liggins Assistnt S,v,;'rinten,lcnt
G.T. Osex Trutce
Joe Washington Vice PK Chairman
Jerlean Webster Director

Jacksonville, Florid't

Kate Graves Psycholot
Mary Hampton Parent
Julie Lamberts Lvaluator
Josie Messer Director
Bob Cronin Federal Programs
John Wagner Program Planning

Jonesboro, Arkansas

R.L. Bradbury Asf,istnnt Superintendent
%Ina Coleman Vice Id, Chairman
Ur. B.C. DeSpin !':::):'rintendent

army Griffin Sch,),>1 Door!
petty Scott P.e,,ource Person
`.ettle Whitehead - Director

j 4
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C. Cize Prcipal
Helen Conr,LI Pstd:nt ",c!,-J1 1Y_)ild

Frances LirD Title I

Stephen GJI,1):Ird .-,up_rintLuk_nt

Margaret !!'lLuer PA': aair-iri

Jake SAlitza Director
Louise 'loin; Federal PrograT.s Dirctor

University of Florida

James Bracey

PhiladelThil, Plln.;ylvania

Doris Cohen P\G Chiir7an
June Hairtston Ass. stunt Suporintcadent District 43
Floyda Marcus Director
Tom McNamara Lvainats)r

Sallye Puryear Resource Persor
Leontine Scott Director Fed ral Progry.
Arthur Tho,ilas - Board 'ber

Richmond, Vir:nia

Virgie Einford Pin::ror
Pat Brown P',C Chiir7::a

Pat Gordon Parrit
Linda Fry Par.mt
Dr. Ray Garguilo Evaluator
VI. 1. Griffin Mini-PA': Chalmin
Bill flicks Parent
Miles Jones Chairman. School Board
Dar Nix - Assiutant Director of Felt:ral ProFrJ:-,
Dr. Pinckney Director of Llerentary 1.1ucatiori

Tamp, Florida

Gail Loon i Parent

Altamease Nick ,on r:._,.11::ce Person

Clara Nuccio Ii rector

Ruth Reynold; C,:rricul,,m-: 1 St,11
Sharon Tallent PAC ChilrnJn

Vilna Vega CurrIculu (o2r,tn,itor -
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Day 1.(.1 c. F.

Larry 1!.)y-1-
Carole 2 I

Bill Lyl Hr cL
atthe t, n.,1 "

Jack
Rose1:11: PL.

Scillia7 5:
Anna IJ21),_ I I
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ACENDl

The Florida Parent 1-ducation
Winter 1,orksnop

Flpger Inn
Gainesville, Florida 3:Thil

Noveinber 1:-IS, 1973

Wednesday, ::ovemlier 11

8:30 9:00 R.2gibtraticn

9:00 10:00 there are 1,e no' and where are

we going?"

10:00 10:30 Coffee break

10:30 12:00 Proposal writing presentation

12:00 1:30 Lunch

1:30 2:30 - PAC action, local and rational

2:30 3:30 - Small groups
A. Proposal writing continued
B. PAC action continued

Thursday, November

Rose Koury
Pat Olmsted

Rose Koury
Pat Olmsted

Mezzanine

Conference A

Conference A

Conference A

Conference A
Conference B

9:00 - 10:00 Revision of Sponsor Objectives Conference A

10:00 10:30 Coffee break

10:30 12:00 - Sharing of local fundinl:,, plans for
entering grade and work plans for
consulting, 1974-73

12:00 1:30 Lunch

1:30 2:30 Status of 1973-74 Data Collection

2'30 3:30 V,Fap-up

Conference A

Conference A

Conference A

Confer:;nc Roo 9 lus be _a ro ery to .a11 on t_,' thy' 90Ard

r a 1 1 r o ff
: on If; a' .
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40513 Weil Hall

FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION

Gordon E. Greenwc._,d, Co-DIe:.,r
William B. wa-e, Cd-D1rector
Hattie Bessert
Bob N. Cage
Ira J. Gordon
Barry J. Guina:311

R. Emile Jester
John M. Newell
Art Newman
Rod Webb

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION

,Illam F. Brel,..ogei, Cc-D'rector
Don Bernard
Mae (Stevie Hottrin
Simon Johnson
Athol B.
Joe Shea

INSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT
OF HUMAN RESOURCES

Alan Colter
Patricia P Olmstei
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COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
ver,,ity o f flora da

g o florida - 3 2611

PROJECT FOLLOW THROUGH

September 13, 1973

MEMO

Liaison Officers and Consultants

G.E. Greenwood and P.F. Breivogel

Consulting Procedures, 1973-74

Since we have -ome new consultants and liaison
officers this year and since the procedures and goals
have changed somewhat from Ira's earlier statement in
his famed "Atlanta pacer," we felt that it might be
helpful to all concerned if vie laid out the procedures
that should be followed by consultants during 1973-74.

First, it should he remembered that each Follow
Through community has a liaison officer who is responsible
for all consulting activities that take place there.
The role des option of the liaison officer is attached.

Second, it is assumed that all consultants have
properly qualified themselves to consult by: (1)

reading the Follow Through literature; (2) participating
In 90% of all Follow Through meetings and Norkcfielps;
(3) accompanying a regular consultant on a consultant
trip.

Liaison officers must remember that each community
has only 18 consulting day-, for 1(73-74 including the
August preserl.Ice work,zhon. Also, pretest and posttest
data must he gathered by consultants at the beginning
and at the end of 197-1-71 (HISM and SRI on new PEs
and DTBs videotape data Ipos,ttest only) :n most communitie,)
and therefore trip-: rsust he scheduled to permit such
data collection In either Au4ust or September and in

Before go in.; on a con sul t trip, the con,ultant
should. ( 1 .) review Infoimatlon z Plt'r "111114; t he crminin t

by readin,; cnn,,ii I I_ 1:11: rerort,, YI led In I

Inane) and by talk th the 11 II -on oif -r Ind re,, Tit
-on t an t , I 2 s- ((cot T,'Ce I `,

examine e \-11,iat r on <i ) I I 1 'Pie, the Pi 11,' trr
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MEMO
September 13, 1973
Page 2

pretest data (ask Pat); (3) go over the "1973 Schedule
of Objectives" with the liaison officer to help focus
your visit and get a copy of the consultant summary
report form from Diane.

When making the consulting visit, focus in on those
objectives agreed upon by you and the liaison officer.
Remember that we are still in the evaluation phase of
Follow Through. This means that we have to try to

keep the Model "pure." The Florida Model is still not
a classroom model. Teacher -IE planning and role
relations and the use of the PE as an instructional
assistant are our classroom concerns. Do not inadvertantly

cause a community to "mix models" (by, for example,
helping them adopt the Kansas Model in the classroom
by using their Follow Through inservice time for
precision teaching).

Appropriate consulting activities should relate to

the "1973-74 Schedule of Objectives" and include old
standbys such as going on home visits with PEs, conducting
half or full day inservice sessions for teachers and
PEs, assisting teachers and PEs during classroom planning
sessions (as part of the cycle), and participating in
PAC meetings. Relatively new consulting activities
include spending a full day working with PAC, meeting
with school and community power figures (such as principals),
training trainer3 (such as speeding a full day with task
specialist 1 working with evaluators conducting

program au if you are qualified to do so and if
arrangements have been made).

Upon returning to Gainesville, the consultant
must turn in his consulting report with the "1973-74
Schedule of Objectives" attached and the consultant
summary report to Oiane before he receives his consulting

fee. All travel arrangunts should be made through
Eileen prior to the visit. Personal (non-Follow Through)
travel arrangements should be made personally and not
with Eileen and should not be charged to the 1,118
acc,-nt at the House of Trave! (See Jester, Greenwood,
Ware 'reivogel, or Ginger if you have questions).

Unless there is a holiday or that FERDC secretaries
are on vacation, you should have your check for travel,
pei diem, dud Luip,uliing within two days. YOU must writc

Eileen a check (made out to douse of Travel) and have
arned in your reports to Diane before picking up your
check from Eileen.
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Page 3

Based on the consulting report, the liaison officer

will write a consulting letter to the project coordinator

and PAC Chairman within five working days after receiving

the consulting report. During September, liaislon
officers should turn in the consulting dates for the
entire year to Diane (remember to check dates out with

PAC) and the names of the first five consultants
(August through December).

GEG/db
Enc.
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APPENDIX I

Liaison Officer Role Description

1. Will attend 90% of "official" liaison officer and Follow Through
meetings.

2. Will turn in schedules of consultants at least five months in
advance to Diane Beck in September and December.

3. Will follow up to see that consulting reports and inserice data
summary turned in are within two working days after the consultant's
return to Gainesville.

4. Will write a consulting letter within five working days after
receiving the consulting report.

5. Will communicate directly with the PAC Chairman at least once every
two months to assess PAC progress (monitoring data) and consulting
needs.

6. Communicate (in addition to the consulting letter) with project
coordinator at least once per month to assess community needs in
terms of objectives attai.iment (monitoring data) and to plan
consulting activities.

7. Will personally visit his community during the time of proposal
preparation and render appropriate assistance as well as reviewing
the proposal once it is prepared. Will insist that PAC also be
involved in this process.

8. Will schedule consultants to communicate with school administration
(and if possible school board) at least every two months.
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Job Description of the Florida Policy Advisory Jmmittee Con,J1tant

A. Meet individually with the Director and the PAC chairman to discuss

PAC issues and concerns.

B. Meet with the PAC officers to discuss PAC issues and meeting plans.

C. Attend a PAC meeting to observe how the PAC functions.

D. Be prepared to participate, if called upon, to help with PAC problems

which may arise during the meeting.

E. After the meeting, discuss with the PAC chairman and Director then put

in writing all suggestions or recommendations concerning the improvement

of PAC operations.

F. Meet with principals, PEs, teachers, other Follow Through staff and

community organization representatives, either individually or collectnely,

to discuss and emphasize the role and importance of the PAC.

G. Render specific help to PACs such as:

1. organizing the PAC in accordance with the Follow Through guidelines.

2. Aiding in interpretim7 the guidelines of the PACs and parents.

3. Assisting in drafting a set of PAC by-laws for adoption.

4. Helping to devise a PAC calendar of activities.

5. Developing ways to get more parents active and involved in the PAC_

6. Helping to establish working sub-committees as needed.

7. Assisting the PAC in contacting and working with other local agencies

which could be of benefit.

8. Aiding in setting up ways for the PAC to help evaluate the local

Follow Through program.



APPENDIX I

Page 2

9. Helping to establish PAC grievance procedures.

10. Assisting with the development of PAC budgets.

H. Work with the U.S. Office of Education National Follow Through

staff as requested.

I. Meet with the 'AC chairmen as a group to discuss and help resolve

problems and issues.

J. Attend the summer workshop(s) held at the University of Florida.

After each consultant visits, the Florida consultant

A. forwards a written report, within five days, to the Director of

the Institute for Development of Human Resources and the liaison

officer of the community visited;

B. calls if necessary, the liaison officer, to relate any information

necessary before the report is sent;

C. forwards in writing to the visited community's director and PAC

chairman, a report of impressions and recommendations as a result

of the visit;

D. contacts the USOE Project Officer, if necessary, to relate matters

of concern after consultation with the appropriate liaison officer;

E. keeps on file records and copies of the kinds of assistance given

to the community on each visit.
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(Appendix J section went to Washington only)



Final Report

Tampa, Florida
1973-74

Dr. A. B. Packer

The Tampa FT project has been under the able leadership of Mrs. Clara

Nuccio since its inception. Mrs Nuccio has continued to provide stability

and direction to the large staff of teachers and parent educators. She has

also continued the maintenance of favorable relationships between the three

school principals and the Follow Through staff. Mrs. Nuccio has worked with

the parents in the PAC in such a manner that many of the parents have devel-

oped excellent leadership skills. As we have mentioned in previous reports

some parents who were formerly quite negative towards Follow Through have

switched and become extremely supportive. Mrs. Carol Pitts the FT PAC Chair

womanois a shining example of a parent who has made a rather remarkable change

from an "aginner" to a strong leader. Again it has been Mrs. Nuccio's strong

and persuasive leadership skills which have made such changes possible.

Another positive attribute of Mrs. Nuccio is her skill in involving a

wide variety of community agency workers in her staff leadership training ses-

sions. She uses such persons as the Director of the Manpower Program, the Com-

munity Action Agency and a number of the central staff of the Hillsborough Coun-

ty Public Schools.

Another person who has significantly strenthened the Tampa FT work is

Loretta Vacant' the :'ask Specialist. She has worked diligently with teachers

and P.E's in task development and delivery. Fortunately funds are available to

support her v.ork for the -4-75 year.

The Teachers

The classroom teachers in Tampa are generally supportr,e and cooperative.

inc`' `ti! maintain the position that Ti tequite-, ui

than Is recriired of a revillar teacher. Our consultants report that teachers



are effectil.ely ..sin,; the P.F's in the classrooms.

The P.E.'s

Through the years we have had a good group of P.E.'s in Tampa. This is

partially substantiated by the fact that a good number of them have taken advan-

tage of opportunities to furtlier their education and hay! completed 4-year de-

gree programs. 1st least three of these persons will be taking teaching positions

in Tampa classrooms for the 74-75 school year.

We have had a regular turnover in P.E.'s this year which has required that

new persons be trained to carry out their work. A large amount of staff time

is required for this training.

The computer data indicates that we need to continue working with P.E.'s

so that they will improve their delivery of the task. Too often the P.E.'s only

"told" and "showed" the tasks to the parents.

A good number of the P.E.'s also apparently didn't make : special attempt

to adapt the task to the parents when delivering it. And again there is eviden-

ce that parents must be better trained in using desirable teaching behaviors

when working with their children.

In general the P.E.'s reported that the parents saw the tasks as important

for their children and that the children were successful in completing the tasks.

The Parents

In my opinion the Tampa f'T parents compose a significant social force.

Their letter campaigns and Washington trip-taking witness to this fact.

They have repeatedl% met with the county school administrators and with school

board members to express their concerns about the value of the program to them

and their families. they have had the Superintendent of schools in attendance

at their PK meetings. In fact they expect that school, community and state

2
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r131 Attendance at their SOSS101.

vuourdp-1 dn0 prJmoted th ind c 11 action

. .1 .1.mednt ind uualit> of feedba,-1. from home provided Py te P.1 to

A ;d r.

,et 1 itd from Gaines\ille ,Aritten in lavmdn's t--m,

-tiff, parents, P.L.'s and teachers in 1 impa!

!nvolvement of parents in task development.

'fl2nJ,c tt: amount of parent participation and involvement In tic oldss-

thit teachers and parents actually see themselles as parent, in

id's education.



Final Report
Lac du Flambeau, ash_ngton

1973-74

R. E. Jester

This was an unusual year primarily because the school principal had

decided to attempt coordinating the program in addition to his regular

duties.

Dr. Ware and Dr. Jester worked with Lhe staff and Mr. Bauman in early

September. Both left with the uneasy feeling that there might be problems

but were, at the same time, optimistic.

The next consultant visit was not made until January. 'Mrs. Pat Olmsted

reported that there were some problems with model implamentakion. Particularly

in that home visits were not being made in the expected quantity or quality.

The next visit, in Februar, was made simultaneously by Mr..James Bracey and

and Dr. William scare. The focus was to be on home visits and in strengthening
1

the PAC. This seemed to help. Dr. Ware also followed up by making a March

visit. The Follow -up indicated a much strengthened 1,C, increased parent

involvement, and awareness.on Mr. Bauman's part that these changes were occurring.

Dr. Gordon Greenwood made a visit early in April which seemed to indicate

that the program was be,;inning to smooth out. Greenwood's visit was a positive

influence and the proram was now beginning to align better with the guide-

lines.

The final ,Isit was made by Dr. R. Jester. 'The indications were 1,ery

positive in a1 .riost all aspects of the prog-am. There is little doubt that

the pro;rim 1-., :all of 19-4 will he in complete compliance with all Fell

Through guidelines .,nu with Spor,,,or objectives



A half-t,-e ,,,,erdino-or has been hired and v,111 under ten-IA.e prc

service trainin4, 11 as follov. ap Ice c,aiultition.

The 'fear 19-1--5 shows promise of being hAppy, gocd, In compliance,

above all an exceptional exFcriLn,:e far tbe children.
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Houston, le> :-

1973-74
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Rc\,. ,eon LN.erett is now school ' ,ard chairman, and a new super-

itendent teLn cnosen. the relationship with the scnool district

is ver\ 400d and their support has been ecifellent.

The s'_icce',s of Houston's program centindes to be in part on the

growth in a011- ',ei(nt of the children in the proram. Houston cent inues

to he fortunate to h.o.e an excellent evaluation program that continues to

work well w.t'I tny 11,trict'_-; evaluation department.

It i. hoped that the next year ,:otisIdr:rable effort will be ,pent

on Desirable Beha\lors and home 1,15its with teachers and parent

educitois_ FL. coordinator ha,- not been in good health this year, but

her ds5ist.iiit (1,1ne in excellent JO !ri administering the p-ogram.

It is with great pltic -',re the next yeir loos good fir felationships

witin the sc-h,o1 aiinistrator-, ind the Follow UhrouiTh -taff,

nil, coo,yrif l', 1 7,e.iningful and :it ice one that has heti,

desired for -o-m. tl7y.

1



Final Report
Winnsboro, South Carolina

1(j-3-74

Dr. Simon 0. Johnson

The Follow-Through Eroiect in Winnsboro, South Carolina, is

operating in tso schools located about 15 mil,, apart. The oordon

School is located in the town of Winnsboro, and Cieger School is

located the r_iral area. There are 2: classrooms (1-8;

and 601 children participating in the program. Turnover rate

about 14% for teachers and 7, for parent 'uoators.

The following goals were identified as the most important ones

to accomplish during the 1973-74 school year:

1. Increase communit; awarcaess and acceptance of the program.

2. Train the task specialist to 71an and to conduct more effecti1.0

inservice workshops for teacher:._ and oarent Educators.

3. A'sist Parent Educators in de\eloping additional skill,: in

the use of the Desirable leaching P.,havior when presenting

a task.

4. Increase the number of parent generated ta3l,s.

S. Encourage the school officials ind directors of other protects

in Fairfield County to continue operating parts of the pro

grams after the completion of the phase out.

Evaluation of the Coals

In attempting to accomplish the tirst goal (community 11,,arfnei,'-)

and the fifth goal (continuation of the PrjeLti the hireLtmi

and the staff completed the lei. L; hies

A. \n open house .n itl:en-

,iroo_ram in operation

B. Articles L:onternill,; the 111,-,0

newspaper ,Pd telo. t A t
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G, Local busine,s ,e,sons were invited in to learn more about

she program.

D. ':ev citizens were ialited to learn more about the program.

Tb ...areness goal seemed to have been met with about 90% effectiie-

ness. t _'fully, the efforts will encourage the target group to look

with fa%or upon keeping parts of the Project in operation after the

phase out.

\

Goal number two (training task specialist to condu,t workshops)

was not oer successful. The major problem was that the regilar task

specialist, (Trower) requested an received a leave of absence ailing

the first part of the year Her replacement (Black) spent the

first months atte-ipting to learn lob. Therefore, the continuity

from the inseroice TrosNe: r.eioed in August and ';eptember wasn't

continued. This goal will continued during the 19"4--5 school year.

Goal three !P.I. devel-ping becoming more cffective in the use of

PIBs) and four (:nciease the use of parent ,generated tasks) were given

much consideration. In the absence of an experienced task specialists,

consultants were scheduled to work with teachers and PE's in an effort

to accomplish the goal-. F'. en chough progress Nag shown in each of the

ahu,i' area additipnal ds,,r1;tince needed. These goals will he

addressed i-nre dui inc, the 31o7,er NorL hot in Wiisn,-bore.

rtH:i_t1

t .1 t
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the project.

Winnsboro still has many problems that should be solved, for

example, hon., to encourage the school officials to appropriate funds

In order to keep parts of the program in operation after the phase

out. Nevertheless, much progress has been made, and the Project

is running smoothly.



Final Report
Lawrenceburg, Indiana

1973-74

Dr. G. E. Greenwood

The Follow Through Program in Lawrenceburg, indian appeared

to pretty much function the same way during 1973-74 as it did

during 1972-73. In spite of consulting efforts tr, the contrary,

the strengths and weaknesses seem to remain the same.

A number of strengths can b cited. The program's community

image has changed to the point where it is now the "In-thing" to

have one's chilL1 in the progcan. The superintendent of schools,

the school board, and the building principal all support the pro-

gram and are often seen at PAC meetings. It is the plan of the

cormunity to continue the program in the entering grade if the

phase-out continues. So overall the program is streng.

However, certain weaknesses remain to plague progress. Many

teachers and some parent educators still believe that "the class-

room is where it is at" and, as a result, some teachers don't plan

with their parent educators and some parent educators simply don't

make weekly home visits. Many of the tasks are of poor quality

and are poorly delivered. PL absenteeism is sometimes excessive.

Co make m'Atters worse, the project administration has to be

res,ured by the model -,ponsored before attempts are made to deal

with the,e pohiems locally



The other big problem ire: continues to 'le that of PAC.

irhilt the PAC chairperson is now a low income parent, no one work-

with her locall to help 11,-1- learn her role. \lany of the fleeting

are without decision-maKing purpo-,e and involve 3pe.Aers and

"entertainment. Nlso, the participation of low-Income parents 15

is still far be'ow that of upper-ibcome parents. Perhaps neAt

:ear will Oe the year that the PAC will really gut moving.

Cherall, the Lawrenceburg program is strong but has it fLw

problems ti: it na's,e not lent tilemsel',es to easy solution.



Final Report

Jacksonville, Florida
1973-74

Dr. G L. Greenwood

1973-74 has been J year of crisis and reorganicatien for

the Jiicksole,ille Follow Through Program. During the first half

of the Year old antagonisms bctween thi Pro iect Coordinator and

the PAC were Increa;ed to the point of iris's. Fhe culminating

event were the hiring of a part:tit incoherent special (St without

the full approl.al of PAL and the expectation on the part it the

Project Coordinator that PAC would sign off on the 1973-74 pro-

p-ssal witn)ut fully examining it. Pie ensuing crisis led to a

change in Proje,it Coordinators. the new Coordinator, Jeanette

Hazouri, has been 1.ery e ect)ve th h- tar it reestAblish,ng good

relations with tne PAC dna in trying to ht. al other "old wounds."

She has also been effectil.e in retraining her staff to assume

leadership rolls in the program.

Jacksonville's ,-trengths would then Appear to a new

d:namic, and effeLtIce Project Loordinator, reorgani:ed

Throuklh staft, and an efectie, "happy" PAC operatIng under strong

PA.0 leadership. rhei,e elements appear to have such general aver_

strength that th program finall ippeirs likely to succeed.

However, there arc a nuilihr at arias of w eal, tic ss t ti it mu t

w, r1 on. I 1 rc.t , die r , ch. yr a ia.ri,e T

of schools amid " ,110'..t I'r111 1 pa l arc. Tort- lit
and crust ht 'worked lilt }h. ',zsc nn,1 , wirI t he P11 i Irict

trig bettor t hair tn. o r, tt, a f tilt' "11,_ t Cf", Ohl to Iv



strengthening. Third, many of the home learning tasks are of

poor quality and are poorly delivered. A 'Treater ,iumber of

parent-generated t:isks need to be written up and sent into homes.

Fourth, some of the parent educators aren't making home visits

and aren't turning in PEWR's. Last, some of the teachers aren't

planning with their parent educators and seem to be supported in

this by their principal.

Most of the upper-administration and parents continue to

upportive of the program. It is in a very good position to

its very best year duri'ig 1974-75.

be

have



Final Report
Richmond, Virginia

1973-74

Dr. W. F. Breivogel

Although there was a minimum of court ordered student movement this

year (there was transfer of some students to other schools because of over-

crowding pairing of schools) there was a continuing problem of stability

of personnel (teachers, Parent Educators) especially in the evaluation

position. The year (1973-74) started with Ray Garguilo as Follow Through

evaluator. (He had been evaluator for 1972-73) but moved to another posi-

tion in the Richmond school system in September. After a lapse of two

months a young woman (Sally Kelly) was hired in November (73). By this time

many of the projected plans for pre-data collection were not possible to

accomplish, in fact many of the instruments which were to be used to collect

the data had not been developed/ selected by December when Dr. Bill Ware

vivited Richmond to offer assistance to Ms. Kelly. By March (74) Ms. Kelly

had left the position. She was not replaced then and will not be replaced

for the coming year (1974-75).

There were also some problems with PEWR forms being collected from

the Parent Educators and sent to Florida for processing. The person in

that role will not be with Richmond Follow Through next year. A system

has been developed to remedy this problem and a dependable, competent

person will be placed in this position.

There was also a problem in the area of career development. The

person in that position will not be with Follow Through next year and the

position will not be filled.

Richmond Follow Through has been fortunate in the school ,y,ten

support it has gained over the years. There are three .,rot ,,uperint,
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in Richmond with Follow Through schools in each of these areas. Two of

the three area directors (Nat Lee, former Richmond Federal Projects Dir-

ector has been a strong supporter and has been to Florida a number of times,

his assistant Dan fix is now Federal Projects Director, is a strong supporter

and has been to Florida a number of times. Ms. Lois Jones was a former prin-

cipal of a Richmond Follow Through School, she is a strong supporter, and

had also been to Florida. The third area director Dr. Bob Frossard has be-

come knowledgeable about the program and is a stroncr supporter.

The Rev. Myles Jones, president of the Richmond Board, has been to

Florida and is a strong supporter.

PAC has had consistent leadership over the years. There has been a

strong, supporting central core of people who have given exceptional a-

mounts of time to the Richmond 13 \C.

With all the problems: personnel and continuing movement of children

from school to school, there continues to be great interest on the part of

parents in the Follow Through program. Richmond has demonstrated good faith

by channeling Title I money into a limites summer program for Follow Through

children. Follow Through has also set the pace in Richmond for parent in-

volvement which is mandated in Title I.





Final Report
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

1973-74

Dr. Barry J. Guinagh

Belo are the objectives set out for 1974-75. The Summary of 1973-74

will be based on these objecti\es.

The first objectives for 74-75 is to strengthen the entire local inservice

training staff so they can take over infervice and preservice training. During

73-74, the coordinator of the program, Mrs. Floyda Marcus, had two deaths in her

imediate This hurt the continuity of the program. The staff understands

the model well; the problems come in administering the model. There has been much

trouble in seeing that the program is carried out during 73-74. This is mainly

due to the deans in Mrs. Marcus' family.

The second objective for next year is to increase the number of parent3 partic-

pating in PAC and at committee meetings. Some gains have been made in this area

during 1973-74. There is now a monthly team meeting with all the staff, adminis-

tration, representaties from the superintendent's office, along with parents, who

discuss problems. This gives parents the chance to be heard. In addition, the

Follow Through parents organized this past year to object to the cut backs in Follow

Through. Their efforts were successful, and the entering grades were refunded,

although at a smaller funding level. Several of the parents in the Florida Follow

Through model are very active in PAC, and Doris Cohen is the chairperson of the city

wide PAC. Naturally, there is lways room for improvement, particularly at Stevens

School where there is little parent involvement; but in general the parent partic-

ipation has been a bright spot in 73--4

The third obiectie for -4-75 is to increase the percentages of home

commleted. This has been a real problem in -3-74. letter was written to Lee

Scott, Director of follow Throwh.



-2-

"As you know, in the past we have been concerned with the number

of home visits made in the florida Model follow Through Program. Since

the home visit is the core of our model, a low percentage of home visits

indicated the model is not being implemented.

We have done an analysis of the percentages of visits made by school.

We find great differences between the completion rate between Stevens and

Nebinger. For example, at Nebinger 25.2 of the possible visits were not

attempted. In neither case is this as low as our national average (15%

not attempted), but the figure for Nebinger certainly indicates an effort

while the hie,h figure of 63.5% of visits not even attempted indicates that

the model is not being implemented there. it also should be rioted that the

figures for Nebinger have improved since the beginning of the year.

The percentages for completed visits also indicate the same problem.

At Nebinger, 48.9% of the visits are made, while at Stevens only 13.7% of

the visits are made. This compares to our national average of 62%. We

are also not receiving all the Parent Educator Weekly Reports, PEWR's)

necessary to give an accurate account of the program. At Nebinger 20.4%

of the weekly reports are not received, while at Stevens the figure is

49.6%. This compares to our national average of 17%.

We are asking that the program at Stevens not be included in the

1973-74 national evaluation. Since the Florida Model has not been implemented

at Stevens, it is misrepresentative to evaluate Stevens School as if it

were implementing the Florida Model. Second, we need to discuss further

with you what can be done to see that the model is implemented at Stevens

during the next school year."

The above letter was answered by both Lee Scott and Morris Berkowitz,

Principal at Stevens stating that the weekly home vists would be reviewed weekly

and an audit would be made of individual work of parent educators.

The forth objective was to increase the knowledge and acceptance of the Florida

Parent Education Program by school administrators. This has been done. Lee Scott

is very supportil,e of the program. She is generally supportive of parent involve-

ment.

The fifth objective is to increase teacher acceptance of and participation

in the program with particular emphasis on teacher planning. There has been little

change in the im,olvcment of teachers. The model still is having difficulty getting

teachers involl.ed with the home visit phase of the program.
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The sixth objective for next year is to increase the number of parent

generated tasks. There has been Improvement in this area in 73-74. There is

now a parent curriculum committee, and several parents are spending a great deal

of time developing activities for home visits.

The seventh objective for 74-75 is to increase the amount of consulting

activity in the classroom. This has been done to some degree in 73-74. The

consultants have met with several of the classroom teams and have discovered

problems. The consultants always try to talk to the teacher, about what they

saw during the home visit.

The major problem in Philadelphia continues to be the low percentage of

home visits completed. We hope that with the development of a weekly audit

of each parent educator's performance this situation will improve in 74-75.



Final Report
Yakima, Washington

1973-74

William B. Ware

The Follow Through program in Yakima, Washington progressed at an

excellent rate under the capable direction of Ms. Anna Uebelacker. Since

the inception of the project in 1968, Yakima has been able to develop

some excellent local resources from which the project can draw support.

The central staff of the project is capable of working intensively

with new teachers and parent educators coming into the program, and is

also capable of working continually with the staff already in the program.

Adequate evaluation services are available locally in addition.

During 1973-74 five separate site visits were made by sponsor repre-

sentatives. Dr. Ware, the liaison officer, visited the project in August

to assist with the initial training of new personnel. At that time, it

was noted that there was a high degree of involvement on the part of local

staff. It was also noted at the time that the PAC needed organization

and tle leadership needed to be developed. In January, Dr. Johnson vis-

ited Yakima to work with several groups of teachers in the use of learning

centers and parent educators in the classroom.

In February, Ms. Olmsted visited the project. Major activities of

her visit included home visiting with parent educators and inservice

for parent educators centering on the use of DTB's. The implementation of

the DTB's in home visits lc, one of the few weak spots in the program in

Yakima.
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Dr. Jester visited the project in April. A good part of his visit

was devoted to contact with groups of parents and other community groups.

The last visit of the year was made by Dr. Ware. In addition to tying

up some loose ends, he also observed some teacher-PE planning sessions,

which could use some strengthening. Also, a review of home visits in-
1

dicated a weakness in DTB implementati

In conclusion, the Yakima project s ems basically sound. Two areas

.,.

needing attention during 1974-75 are DTB iMplementation and PAC (parent)

organization.

a



Final Report
Chattanooga, Tennessee

1973-74

William B. Ware

The academic year 1973-74 was one of drastic changes for the project

in Chattanooga, These changes can be traced to the implementation of a

court order t') engage in cross town busing for purposes of desegregation.

The court order was enacted in January. Prior to that time, the program

progressed as might be expected, witl the sponsor providing such services

as necessary to implement the "standard" Florida Parent Education program.

After the court order, initial efforts attempted to seek ways in which to

implement the regular program under the new conditions. After a short time,

the combination of new local conditions and reduced Federal support for

1974-75 became persuasive and changed the course of tile Chattanooga project.

After joint meetings of LEA staff, sponsor representative, and pro-

ject officer, it was agreeul that Chattanooga should attempt to modify the

Parent Education Model to fit local conditions. A good deal of subse-

quent energy was used to clarify the nature of the program and its rela-

tionship to the sponsor.

The modified program will continue to stress the sponsor philosophy

of involving parents in the education of their children. However, rather

than having two paraprofessionial aides/classroom making home visits, the

outreach will be managed by a home-school paraprofessional coordinator who

will work with groups of parents in addition to making home contacts.

At this time it is difficult to assess the status of the project in

Chattanooga. However, a combination of factors (a dedicated coordinator

and capable staff, a committed LEA, and experienced parents) would suggest

that the program in Chattanooga will continue to he effective as it has

been in the past.
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Final Report
Jonesboro, Arkansas

1973-74

Rodman Webb

The Jonesboro, Arkansas Follow Through Project has rebounded nicely

from the problems created in the school system by the disastrous tornado that

ravaged the area some time ago. During this year an effort was made to improve

the quality of home visits. All consultants emphasized this topic (though it

was not our exclusive concern) and progress was evident. Jonesboro teachers

and PEs performed well on the Desirable Teaching Behavior instrument and the

quality of home visits was improved. A higher completion rate was achieved in

qualified homes and great progress was made in the completion rate in non-

qualified homes as well. The 72-73 school year ended with a completion rate

in qualified homes of 58.24% but a 74.41% completion rate was maintained through

April, 1974. The no PEWR rate dropped in this category from 23.5% to 7.70

over the same period. The non-qualified category improved from a completion

rate of 25.71% at the end of 72-73 to a rate of 53.37% through April, 1974.

The no PEWR rate fell from 66.4% to 13.3% over the same period.

There is a need to improve the quality of teacher-PE planning sessions

and to instill in teachers a higher sense of responsibility for the quality of

PE performance. We plan to improve in this area by arranging home visits for

selective teachers.

The PAC functions in Jonesboro as an effective and forceful body when

there are specific tasks to be tackled. In normal, unproblematic times, however,

PAC serves only a perfunctory function. It's meetings are not large unless

entertainment or some other come-on is advertised. There are PAC activities,

however, which serves a useful community function (arts and crafts classes

for example) but the organization is not intimately and ongoingly connected with

the daily functions of the Follow Through Project in Jonesboro. We hope to make

,
rti
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improvements in this area during the next year.

The coordinator, Nettie Whitehead, is the backbone and *lying force

of the Jonesboro program. She is hard working, personable and alented in

her job. She manages to handle an enormous amount of work and o do it

effectively and with a good deal of grace. She has, however, ore work than

any one person can handle and is in need of assistance. A time social

worker and a full time task-parent educator specialist would improve i7o

program significantly.

The classroom practices in Jonesboro continued to be a strong point

of the program. Teacher-Parent Educator relationships are strong and PEs

are, for the most part, used productively in the classroom. Principals have

been cooperative and both teachers and parent educators have been geniunely

supportive of the program.


